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This report is the outcome of the second phase of a

two-year study of the implementation of JTFA. An arlier round

of research -- which included an observation in the States in

January 1984 and an observation in SDAs in February and March

1984 -- has been the subject of arlier reports from this

project.

Following are th major findings from this second round

of observations.

iltataltiatlinga

The earlier research found that Governors took an

active role in the arly decisions regarding the implementation

of MA, such as the location of the program within the State

bureaucracy, appointments to the State Job Training Coordinating

Council (MCC), and IDA designations. As the implementation of

the program proceeded and early mandatory tasks were completed,

direct involvement of the Governors has become less frequent and

they have relied more on their administrative appointees and the

State Council to run the program. In most cases, the

predominant concerns of Governors have continued to be that the

program (1) not turn into a lobed MITA programn and (2) serve

politically important groups and be consistent with the

programmatic priorities of the Governor. Consistent with this,

the Governors have, for the most part, retained discretionary

14



control over the set-aside funds under Title IIA and the

allocation of the funds under Title III.

Stat Councils played a largely advisory role in the

early implemenbation of JTPA. But, by the beginning of PY84,

Councils in eight States in the sample were beginning to play

policymaking and oversight roles.. However, in most States, the

Council remains dependent upon State administrative staff. This

is partially the rsult of high turnover and poor attendance,

particularly among the public-sector members of the Councils --
4

a situation noted by the Associates in nearly half the States.

Another reason is that some original private-sector members are

being replaced with lower level executives who then must invest

the time to learn about the program. When the Councils do

exercise their authority, their recommendations are rarely

overturned by the Governors.

On balance, the Councils are beginning to exercise more

control over the direction and content of JTPA; the challenge is

to maintain interest among the Council members and provide them

with enough timely information to allow them to set policy

without overloading them with administrative detail.

The Employment Service (Es) has been more a service

provider than a major actor in JTPA. During the transition



year, it was the administrative entity in three rural States.

There were some relatively minor changes in Employment

Service-JTPA cooperation. These resulted from mergers or SDAsI

use of Wagner-Peyser Section 7(b) funds to ubuy cooperation by

,supporting local Employment Service staff who otherwise might

have been cut.

The earlier report indicated that the States attempted,

not entirely successfully, to rationalize the boundaries of the

SDAs. During the transition year, seven States altered the

boundaries of areas served by agencies such as the Employment

Service or economic development districts to conform to SDA

boundaries.

With regard to the use of set-aside funds, most State

activity was concentrated on the 6 percent incentive grants and

the 8 percent vocational education funds. Few States changed

the older worker or administrative set-aside arrangements.

While fewer than one-fourth of the States used any of the 6

percent money for incentive grants during the transition year,

eighteen of the twenty States.in the sample will make incentive

grants in PY84 based on SDA performance during the transition

year. Further, as the result of interest group pressure, States

are placing more emphasis on targeting services to hard-to-serve

groups and on imposing service requirements that, in essence,

are additional performance requirements.



Nine of the twenty States changed the arrangements

surrounding the 8 percent vocational education set-aside. In

three of the States, the changes increased the involvement of

the SDAs in the administration of these funds.

State-SDA Relations

In the early stages of program implementation during

calendar year 1983, the States seemed to fall into three main

groups in terms of State-SDA relations.

o In the first group, the Governor regarded
JTPA as an opportunity to reform the entire
employment and training system. In these
cases, the Governor tended to centralize the
job training function, either in his or her
office or in a single cabinet department. At
the same time, that effort usually led to
significant decentralizing of authority to the
SDAs and their PICs.

o In a second group of States, the Governors
were also actively involved in implementing
the JTPA program, but for somewhat different
reasons. Here the Governor was less concerned
with building an administrative partnership than
with attaining specific political or policy
goals that required a substantial
centralization of authority at the State
level.

o In a third group of States, the Governors
tended not to be actively involved in early
implementation of JTPA. Here the arrangements
that had prevailed under CETA and the balance
between State agency and local reponsibilities
remained largely unchanged.

There now appears to be a "settling in" of the JTPA

program. Some States with centralized operations during the

17
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early transition period are allowing SDAs to have more

discretion. other States, however, that were less centralized

at the outset, have assumed more responsibility. There was less

diversity among the States in their modes of operation in the

summer of 1984 than existed at the beginning of the program.

Some areas of conflict between the States and sDAs

during the transition year have been identified. One, related

to the liability issue, is provision of regulations, guidance,

and definitions. At one extreme, some States have left the SDAs

to themselves and have been slow to respond to questions in

order to avoid assuming liability for any decisions that are

later erroneous. This has fostered SDA associations and other

pressure on the State. At the other extreme, some States have

actively set definitions, issued regulations, and so on. SDAs

in these States complain that the State is taking away their

autonomy.

Another area of conflict is management information

systems. Some States have attempted to establish a system that

tracks each participant through the program. The SDAs see this

as burdensome; because data ars sometimes entered by the staff

of the subcontractors who are not technically skilled, this

requirement also may lead to problems of inaccuracy. In other

cases, the system is so expensive that, particularly in some

rural areas, only the basics are put in place--enough to keep

the State from getting into trouble, but not enough to give SDA

6
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officials a good understanding of the operation of their

programs. Also, in some States the systems are voluntary and

not all SDAs participate, either because it is too expensive or

because they believe that their system is better than the

State's.

A final source of problems concerns the separation of

participant and financial data. The SDAs feel burdened by the

two systems and the States feel they are not getting the

information that they need, for example, to monitor the 40

percent youth expenditure requirement.

SDA Organization and Politics

Organizational arrangements for the grant recipient and

administrative entities vary widely among the sample SDAs. A

summary of these arrangements is as follows:

o A State agency is the grant recipient and
administrative entity in five SDAs. Pour of
these SDAs comprise an entire State or a major
portion of one.

o The grant recipient and administrative
entity is some form of multicounty agency
in five States. The agency might be a
development agency, a council of governments,
or a cooperative education agency. The
number of counties covered ranges from two
to fifteen and are all rural.

o A county agency is the grant recipient in
seven SDAs and the administrative entity in
six. one is a balance-of-county SDA, two are
counties that include large cities, and two
are multicounty SDAs in which one county takes
the lead.

19
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o A city agency is the grant recipient
in eight BDAs and the administrative entity
ia nine. Most of these are previous CETA
prime sponsors. In one, the BDA includes the
county surrounding the city as well as an
adjacent rural county.

o The Private Industry Council (PIC) is the
grant recipient in seven BDAs and the
administrative entity in six. These are the only
cases in which the PIC itself administers the
program and operates at least part of it.

o Some agency other than those identified above
is the grant recipient in eight BDAs and the
administrative entity in nine. These include
local elected official (LEO) boards, PIC/LEO
boards, community colleges, a city/county
employment and training office, a Community
Action Agency, a chamber of commerce, and a
six-county consortium.

The PICs in the sample BDAs ranged in size from

thirteen to forty-three members with a median size of

twenty-three members. Often the size of the PIC was increased

by including elected officials in multijurisdictional BDAs.

Effective roles for the administrative entity and the

PIC depend upon separating administration from policymaking. At

the outset of JTPA the adminiitrative entities, having more

experience with employment and training programs, were at a

clear advantage relative to the PICs. This led to some strained

relations when the administrative entity was involved in

policymaking. The experience of the transition year has changed

8 20



this. By the end of the transition year, in most of the SDAs,

the PICs and administrative entities bad established cooperative

working relationships. The PICs deal with policy and stay out

of day-to-day admininistration, and the administrative entities

run the program and leave policy setting to the PICs. However,

in nearly one-quarter of the SDAs, this is a continuing problem

and in at least three SDAs, the staff of the administrative

entity actually set policy.

On balance, PIC-staff relations were good. In nearly

half of the SDAs in the sample, either the PIC or the PIC in

combination with the local elected officials served as the

administrative entity, or the PIC had its own staff. In other

cases, the staff are employees of the local government or a

multijurisdictional agency that responds to a council of

governments, or the local elected officials sit as members of

the PIC. It is in these latter SDAs that tensions are likely to

arise between the PIC and the staff, where the PIC is demanding

its own staff or where the local elected official is primary to

the PIC. In jurisdictions with multiple local elected

officials, the primary concern of the officials is dividing up

the moneyol In jurisdictions with a single strong local elected

official there may be disagreements with the PIC over, for

example, designating general assistance recipients as a target

group for the program.

21
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As in the earlier observation on SDA implementation,

the subcontractors under JTPA continue to be largely a subset of

the old CETA subcontractors. Those who are no longer

subcontractors are those that did not provide training, those

that did not have good performance fttrack records:ft and those

that were viewed by the PIC members as lobby groups for special

interests or who tried to use political pressure to maintain

their subcontractor status. Also excluded were those who could

not or would not operate under a performance-based contract or

meet the 15 percent limit on administrative costs. These

factors seem to have eliminated subcontractors for whom there

might have been a concern over liability for ineligible

participants, so that liability is no longer an issue in

subcontractor selection.

Relations between the SDAs and the Employment Service

remain highly variable, although there is a good probability of

long-run improved relations. In sixteen of the forty SDAs, the

relationship was characterized as positive as evidenced by

coordination, cooperative planning, or services provided by the

Employment Service. Fourteen SDAs had a relationship

characterised as negative, as evidenced by either an absolute

minimum of cooperation or open conflict. In the remaining ten

SDAs, the relationship was mixed, with some areas of cooperation

and others in which conflict occurred. In the area of PIC



involvement in the review and approval of the local Employment

Service plan, the results were not mixed. In thirty-three

the forty SDAs, PIC input into the Employment Service plan was

judged to have been minimal. In only two SDAs was there

extensive involvement in the preparation of the Employment

Service plan, and the involvement in one was acrimonious.

Private-Sector Involvement

Private-sector influence in JTPA at the State level is

exercised through the State Job Training Coordinating Council.

The role of the SJTCC in JTPA relative to the role of the

Governor continues to vary among the twenty sample States. In

four States the Council was the primary influence on planning

for JTPA. Seven States were found to have a Council whose role

was equal with that of the Governor. In the nine remaining

States, Associates report that the Council was purely advisory

to the Governor.

Private-sector influence on the Council was

characterized as strong in States where the role of the Council

was judged to be primary or equal. Overall, private-sector

influence is strong in eight States, modest in six States, and

weak in six other States. Future trends in private-sector

influence appear to be directly tied to the role that the State

Councils play in JTPA.

11
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State emphasis on a link between JTPA and economic

development is seemingly more rhetorical than real. In only a

few States could a strong link between economic development

goals and JTPA programs be found.

There has been a significant turnaround in the PIC role

since the beginning of T784. At the time of the earlier report,

only 27 percent of the PICs in the sample had achieved a primary

role in JTPA planning. The current findings indicate that the

PIC has emerged as a primary or dominant actor in twenty-four of

the forty SDAs (60 percent). The roles of the PIC and local

elected officials were characterised as equal in seven SDAs. In

only nine SDAs was the role of the PIC thought to be purely

advisory. In the twenty-nine PICs where PIC members' previous

experience in CETA could be determined, 41 percent had been

involved in CETAls Title VII program. This experience might be

the key factor in the PIC51 emergence in JTPA planning and

program operation.

Only two of the nine PICs that were purely advisory at

the time of the earlier observation are still in that category.

Among the six PICs that were advisory but moving toward equal

status, only one is still advisory. In SDAs whare this positive

movement was not observed, the primary reason seems to be

12 24



unwillingness of local elected officials or other controlling

authorities to share power.

Private-sector influence in PICs is felt in several

ways. As Congress hoped, the private sector has typically

pushed for a nbusiness-liken orientation, by which the training

program brings together the customer (the potential employer)

and the product (a placement). The previous program was

perceived as emphasizing the needs of the participant.

Private-sector members also emphasize efficiency and

prevention of disallowed costs. The emphasis on efficiency

seems related to more cooperation and less respect for

bureaucratic rules and uturf. It also leads to sharing

responsibility for the program with local elected officials;

this may reduce political influences, such as the pressure of

certain groups or agencies, and improve contractor selection.

Marketingu the program is another important

private-sector role. While these efforts are just beginning,

they may represent the ultimate effect of private-sector

influence if they can increase the credibility of the program

among private employers.
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Targeting and Selection Processes

JTPA provides more latitude in setting criteria and

choosing participants than any other Federal training program of

the last two decades. It gives the States wide discretion, and

most States pass this discretion on to the SDAs.

An estimated 23 percent of the U.S. population fourteen

years old and older (or 42.3 million persons) satisfied the JTPA

Title 11A economically dimadvantaged eligibility criteria at

some time during 1983. Estimated enrollment in JTVA during the

9-month transition period was 585,700. Thrfore, at an

annualised rate, JTPA could serve 1.85 percent of the Title 11A

eligible population. It should be noted, however, that the

eligible population is the technically eligible population, not

the population in need or those who would apply for

participation in JTPA.

Comparison of the characteristics of the Title 11A

eligible population, as estimated from the March 1984 Current

Population Survey, with the characteristics of JTVA participants

from the Job Training Longitudinal Survey (JTLS) Quick

Turnaround (QT) data yields the following information. Males

and blacks are relatively overrepresented in the participant

population, while whites and older individuals are

underrepresented. Youths (fourteen to twenty-one years old) are

substantially overrepresented in the participant population
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the groups specified in the legislation. Sloven SDAs added

significant segments requirements. On average, SDAs targeted

3.1 specific groups, most often AFDC recipients, youths,

handicapped individuals, dropouts, minorities, or older

workers. SORB target more groups, in part, because any state

targeting is reflected locally, and because IDA officials are

more accessible to interest groups that lobby for inclusion of

particular groups.

The prevalence of targeting on dropouts, older workers,

and the handicapped is of interest because it is often more

difficult to get good placement rates for these groups. Despite

this, the SDRB are specifying these groups, rather than the

States, even though it is the SDAs that are subject to the

performance standards.

Most SORB have centralised their intake activities.

Only five SORB in the sample allowed the actual service

providers to handle intake, a.practice that was typical under

MA. The tendency toward central intake appears to be related

to ooncern over liability foi admitting people who turn out to

be ineligible. Further, only one-fourth of the SDAs indicated

that they were doing,any outreach. These efforts add to

administrative costs, which are limited, but do not contribute

to placements.

The eligibility verification and assessment used by the

SORB, in and of itself, represents a screening process for
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intangible characteristics such as motivation. Often, an

applicant (typically a walk-in) must assemble and produce a

substantial amount of information to verify eligibility.

Further, the assessment process may involve several interviews

and testing sessions. This becomes a screening process or

funnel that has its own set of selection effects.

The service mix may also affect participant selection

and screening. OJT and classroom training have become the

largest parts of the JTPA program and, consequently, the related

selection procedures apply to a larger part of the participant

population. In typical OJT programs, several participants are

referred to the employer who selects the person to be trained.

Further, providers of classroom training have entry requirements

such as a certain level of reading and math ability, a high

school degree or GED, or a drivers' license. The apparent rise

in the proportion of participants with a high school degree is

probably related to the increasing importance of OJT and

classroom training in the JTPA service mix.

virtually all JTPA participants are economically

disadvantaged and relatively little use is being made of the 10

percent uwindown for serving nondisadvantaged individuals.

Beyond this, the Associates were asked to asseas the extent to

which BDAs were concentrating on one or the other of three

categories of participants: (1) those ready to enter

unsubsidized jobs at the time of application to JTFA, (2) those

who would benefit most from the traininlerovided by the

17



program, and (3) those most in need of extensive training and

supportive services to become employable.

Ralf of the SDAs in the sample indicated that they were

concentrating on those most likely to directly benefit from the

training and find a job afterward. Six SDAs appeared to be

selecting the most job-ready among the eligible participants.

These jurisdictions relied heavily on OJT as a service strategy

and focused on job placement as a major goal.

In eight SDAs the Associates reported a concentrated

attempt to serve the most needy in the eligible population.

However, even this is a matter of definition; in some

jurisdictions the program operators indicated that among the

most needy lithe most placeable were preferred."

Minor exceptions occurred. One jurisdiction's strategy

was to select individuals who were not job ready and make them

employable. Two other SDAs indicated that they planned to

provide training for the target groups that they had selected

for service. Finally, two SDAs indicated that they would

provide service 'Ito anyone who walks in the doorol

An interesting, but not new, variant of targeting is to

use diverse entry criteria differing by the type of training

offered and purposely structure the program to serve more than

one group. Several SDAs clearly recognized the differences
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among the job ready, those who would benefit the most from

training, and the most needy among the eligible population and

tailored different types of training to these groups. In

addition, a number of the SDAs indicated that while, in general,

they attempted to serve one group or another, they also ran

smaller programs for the most needy in the population.

There were always special programs for the hard to

employ under CETA, so this kind of programming is not new;

however, it appears to be a more conscious strategy under JTPA

due in part to the need to meet the required performance

standards and in part to the greater ability to tailor programs

to local needs and mesh JTPA with other activities.

There are two main strategies for running special

programs. The first may be described as a nweighted average's

approach. Part of the programming is designed to provide the

more job-ready participants with short, low-cost service and

place them in unsubsidized employment. This approach not only

provides needed services to the job-ready but also allows the

SDA to meet the performance standards. It thus allows them to

provide programs for the nriskierft individuals -- those who

require more intensive service or have less chance of being

placed -- and still satisfy the entered employment and cost per

placement standards. Por example, if 53 percent of participants

who are job-ready are put in OJT, an activity with an average 80

percent placement rate, and 47 percent of the most needy are put
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in a remedial education program with a 28 percent placement

rate, the weighted average placement rate for both program

components is 55 percent -- the national placement standard for

adults.

The second approach, which appears to be more

prevalent, provides generally smaller programs for the most

needy in the eligible population. The bulk of the program is

operated for those most likely to benefit from training. if

performance standards are to be met, only a relatively small

amount of resources is left over for an expensive and intensive

program for those in need of training or remedial education.

Often these special programs are targeted, as noted above, to

those with especially severe barriers to employment such as

dropouts, the handicapped, offenders, displaced homemakers, and

older workers.

These programs have the advantage of meeting the

performance standards set by the Federal Department of Labor,

the State, and the PIC and still providing some service to the

most disadvantaged. They may be important, especially where

interest groups for disadvantaged persons are involved in

program decisions. This type of programming is also

advantageous to 8DAs because it often is at least partially

supported by 6 percent (for hard to serve groups) or 3 percent

set-aside money, which does not come under the performance

standards. However, enrollees are served under Title =A and

can be included in the enrollee and terminee characteristics

report.
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fervice Mix and Program Outcomes

Complete enrollment and termination data by program

activity for the transition year were available in only nineteen

of the forty Mks. The remaining twenty-one SDAs reported

either a complete absence 'of summary program data (seventeen

SDAs), or incomplete data for many categories of service mix

(four SDAs). State requirements that SDAs report termination,

characteristics, and cost data for youths, adults, and welfare

recipients was the major reason that SDAs did not summarize data

by program activity from individual participant files. Many of

the findings in this report related to service mix and program

outcomes for the transition year are reported from the Job

Training Longitudinal Survey (JTLS).

Total JTPA enrollments during the nine-month TY84

period were 585,700. Two-fifths of all new enrollees during

this period entered classroom training programs. Twenty-one

percent of the new enrollees entered job search and 22 percent

were enrolled in OJT programs. in response to restrictions on

subsidized employment, only 7 percent of the participants were

enrolled in work experience.

The overall entered employment rates for both youth and

adults were well above the national performance standards (57

and 69 percent, respectively). However, adult terminees from

classroom training and youth terminees from work experience did

not meet the overall national standard (47 and 34 percent,

respectively).

213 3



Program operators were unsuccessful in placing adult

participants in jobs with wage levels equal to or greater than

the national wage standard of $4.90. For adult terminees from

programs other than OJT and classroom training, the average

termination wage fell short of the national standard by at least

twenty cents. Moreover, the average placement wage for

terminees from OJT was slightly lower than the average wage of

terminees from classroom skills training programs.

Increased emphasis on OJT has resulted from SDAsI need

to establish high placement rates, develop closer ties with

private business, and provide participants with support in the

face of stipend restrictions. Program data from JTLS and the

Process Study indicate that over 20 percent of TY84 enrollees

entered OJT programs. This compares to 9 percent in CETAls

first fiscal year, and 1X percent in FY77 through FY79.

The majority of OJT contracts were negotiated with

small businesses. They were generated through the use of

in-house job developers or by OJT subcontractors.

A sample of OJT contracts from the process Study

reveals a median length of training contracts of thirteen

weeks. JTLS findings estimate a median actual length of stay of

3 4
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11.8 weeks for torminees from OJT. Truncated JTLS data

(excluding those with less than eight days in the program)

estimates a median actual length of training that is as much as

three weeks less than median length of stay under CETA in PY80

as measured by the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey

(CLMS).

More than half of the contracts in the sample of OJT

contracts from the Process Study had wages below the performance

wage of the SDA. These short-term low-wage contracts helped

achievement of placement rates at low costs per placement.

However, they did not help the SDAs meet performance wage

standards.

The sample SDAs are divided in their response to the

legislative limits on support payments. Officials in almost

three-quarters of the SDAs feel the stipend limits weed out

those program eligibles who are more interested in collecting a

stipend than learning a skill. These SDAs usually avoid payment

of any type of stipend and provide need-based payments on a

limited scale.

The remaining SDAs indicate the support limits are too

restrictive and, in some cases, serve as barriers to enrolling

youths and hard-to-serve adults. Four of these SDAs have sought

waivers of the 30 percent limit on nontraining costs, while

others have taken steps to offset the limits.
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Youth Implementation Issues

JTPA requires that 40 percent of expenditures from the

Title HA funds not subject to set-aside be devoted to serving

youths under the age of twenty-two. This percentage may be

adjusted by the States to reflect the youth population of the

individual SDAs. An adjustment was made to the youth

expenditure requirement in 73 percent of the SDAs in the sample.

The range of the adjusted values that resulted is from a low of

26 percent to a high of 52 percent. In those cases where an

adjustment was made, two-thirds were adjusted downward from 40

percent. In addition, SDAs may petition the State for a waiver

of their youth expenditure requirement; however, only two of the

SDAs in the sample requested a waiver. In both cases it was

granted.

Virtually all of the Associates reported that the SDAs

felt strained by the youth expenditure requirement. A little

less than two-thirds, (63 percent) felt that they would meet it,

however.

The following factors help explain why an SDA did or

did not meet the youth expenditure requirement:

o Some SDAs (and some States) did not take the
requirement seriously. Two Associates
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indicated that their SDAs did not meet the
requirement because they didn't try, believing
that there would be no penalty.

o Several ODAs had problems with subcontractors
in cases where performance-based contracting
was used. In some cases, subcontractors would
not undertake a performance-based contract to
serve youths. In others, subcontractors
could not recruit enough youths to meet the
requirement.

o Special recruiting or administrative procedures
for youths helped SDAs meet the youth requirement.

o Ninety percent of the SDAs that established
large programs specifically for youths met the
requirement while 88 percent of those that
had little or no special youth programming
did not. Some SDAs did not establish special
youth programs because of a conflict with other
SDA priorities (such as emphasis on OJT) or the
limits on expenditures for work experience
and supportive services.

Almost 80 percent of the States in the sample

anticipated problems with meeting all the youth performance

measures, particularly the posItive termination rate and cost

per positive termination. Several of the State reports cited

the lack of established youth competencies as the main reason

for their State's failure to meet either the positive

termination standard or the cost per positive termination

standard for youths.

2537



Title III Programming

The development of Title III as a centralized,

State-run program continued through the transition year.

Although four States changed their methods for organizing Title

III resources during TY84, the major decisionmaking roles were

reserved for officials in State agencies.

The allocation arrangements for the transition year

were as follows:

o Funds were distributed on a RFP/project
basis in five States.

o Specific geographic areas or plants were
targeted and funds were allocated on a
RFP/project basis in six States.

o Funds were distributed to State agencies
and private operators for the purpose of
operating a Statewide program in seven States.

o Predetermined allocations were distributed
to units of local government on a project
basis in one State.

o Seventy-five percent of the Title /II
allocation was formula funded to the SDAs
and 25 percent was distributed on a RFP
basis in one State.

38

26



The targeting of the dislocated worker program by the

States during the transition year was as follows:

o Five States narrowed the targeting in the
legislation by developing criteria that
distinguished between workers who were
displaced from the labor market and workers
experiencing periodic spells of unemployment.

o Seven States did not expand or narrow the
legislated targeting, but implicitly targeted
through projects selected by the State.

o Night States did not develop a strategy for
serving priority groups of dislocated workers,
choosing instead to reiterate Federal targeting
guidelines.

Nineteen of the twenty sample States were subject to a

matching requirement. The sources most often used to generate

the match continue to be unemployment insurance benefits paid to

program participants; the employer's share of OJT wages; and

various in-kind contributions. Only three States provided any

real match.

The problems of slow build-up observed during winter

and spring 1984 have been corrected. Of the $94 million

available to the twenty states for Title III:

2.5 percent has been allocated by formula directly
to selected SDAs;

16.7 percent is earmarked for projects within SDAs
funded through a State RFP:

6.5 percent has been committed to projects tilat had not
begun to enroll participants as of August 1984;
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55.8 percent has been committed to projects that had
begun enrolling participants;

10.4 percent was committed to projects that have
completed operations;

5.9 percent is being reserved for contingency funding
by the States; and

only 2.3 percent had not yet been commiqed.

A number of States eliminated their build-up problems

by distributing program funds to existing employment and

training agencies, such as local Employment Service offices, and

by refunding Title III pro fts organised in 1183. Other States

indicated that early build-up problems were merely a function of

the newness of the program.

Half of the sample States report slow program

expenditure rates. One reason for the apparent low expenditure

appears to be underreporting of expenditures in Title In.

Beyond that, the reasons program operators were unable to spend

their allocation include the lack of experience of some service

providers in conducting intake and eligibility determination,

the unwillingness of dislocated workers to participate in the

program, and the numbers of new program operators.

Title III servict stzategies are varied. Some

operators focus on omployme:t levelopment activities such as job

search. Other providers 'ri .eveloping programs designed to

retrain Title III participants, such as OJT and occupational

skills training.
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',significant segments', standards, job retention, net impact, job

placement in new or expanding industries, and xpenditure

standards.

Mix of the twenty sample States apparently did not use

the Department of Labor regression.adjustment methodology in

establishing PM standards. These States took the national

standards rather than the model-adjusted standards as a point of

departure, and often made adjustments to these national

figures. These States may have done so because they

inadequately understood the Department of Labor adjustment

methodology, rather than because this methodology was

inadequate.

Most States developed or are in the process of

developing a summary Title IIA ',performance indexu or some other

rules, mush as those specifying that the SDA must meet a certain

nuabor of standards in order to qualify for incentive grants.

Some States decided to weight incentive awards by the size of an

SDAls Title IIA allocations. However, most apparently do not

plan to weight 6 percent incentive awards by SDA size.

During the transition year the overwhelming majority of

sample Mks (90 percent) did not add to or modify the Title IIA
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standards specified by the State. The small number of SDAs

reporting modifications tended to set numerical values stricter

than the standards received from the States.

Almost 90 percent of sample SDAs met their adult cost

per entered employment standard during the transition year; many

SDAs substantially overperformed.on this measure. However,

almost 30 percent of the SDAs failed to meet their adult wage

standard. Performance on the youth measures tended to be

somewhat lower than on corresponding adult measures. Less than

half of sample SDAs met their positive termination rate standard

for youths. This is related to the lack of established youth

competency systems and to transfers to summer youth programs,

which did not qualify as positive terminations.

More than two-thirds of sample SDAs used performance-

based contracting. Performance-based contracting is clearly

increasing.

Few standards for Title III were specified during P184;

those that were set were almost always taken directly from Title

IIA specifications. Only four of the twenty States had not

implemented any performance standards for Title III by the

summer of 1984. In two States, standards had not yet been

established, while in the other two, the standards established
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had not been implemented. Sixteen States established PY84

entered employment rate standards for Title III. Most of these

set standards at or only slightly above the SS percent entered

employment rate set for Title IIA.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Study

In passing the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA),

Congress sought to make certain changes in the structure of the

federally supported employment and training system; these

changes were intended to bring about several desirable outcomes.

Shortly after the act was passed, the U.S. Department of Labor

(DOL) contracted with Westat, Inc., to perform a two-year

process analysis of the implementation of Titles I, IIA, and III

of the act. This study is designed to assess whether the

changes that Congress envisioned are taking place in the

organization, administration, and operation of the program.

This volume reports the findings of a field network

study of how the act is being implemented in a randomly selected

sample of twenty States and in forty selected Service Delivery

Areas (SDAs) within those States. The States were chosen to be

representative by region and by size of the Title IIA and III

allocations for transition year 1984 (TY84). The observation

occurred from May to August 1984 and was designed to collect

information on the transition year as well as plans for program

year 1984 (PY84). This observation is the second phase of the

process study.
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Earlier Reports

In the first phase of this study, observations were

made in the sample of twenty States during December 1983 and

January 1984 and in twenty-two SDAs of the current sample of

forty SDAs in February and March 1984. That phase of the

research focused on early organization and implementation of

JTPA at the State and SDA levels for both Titles IIA and III.

The observation resulted in two reports.1 Another part of the

initial phase of the study was an investigation of the

allocation of Title III funds and an inventory of all Title III

projects funded with FY83, Emergency Jobs Bill (EJB), and T184

funds in all fifty States.2

The third phase of the study, which will take place

from May through August 1985, will cover full program year 1984

operations as well as plans for program year 1985.

1Robert Cook, V. Lane Rawlins, Cilla Reesman, Kalman Rupp,
Wayne Turnage and Associates, Btate_Level Implementation of the
Job Training Partnership Act, Office of Research and Evaluation,
Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of
Labor, June 1984.

Robert Cook, Cilla Reeseman, Kalman Rupp, Wayne Turnage and
Associates, Early Service Deliverv Area Implementation of Job
Trainina Partnership Act, Office of Research and Evaluation,
U.S. Department of Labor, June 1984.

2Wayne Turnage, Robert Cook, Ronna Cook and Associates, The
Oraanization of Title III of the Job_Trainina Partnership Act in
Fifty Stater, Office of Research and Evaluation, Employment and
Training Administration, ULEI. Department of Labor, May 1984.
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Key JTPA Elements

JTPA reflects a major shift in national employment and

training policy and philosophy compared wfth its predecessor,

the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA). Among

other things, the new law gives State governments much greater

authority and responsibility while narrowing the role of the

Federal government; seeks to bring about an active partnership

between government and the private sector; focuses JTPA

activities on the training function; encourages closer

coordination between employment and training service deliverers;

and incorporates a major program of services for dislocated

workers.

$ore State Control --JTPA transfers program management

from the Federal level to the States, and provides maximum

flexibility to state and local officials in designing and

operating programs with their private-sector partners. Primary

responsibility for administering job training grants is also

delegated to States and Service Delivery Areas. Governors have

much administrative authority that was formerly vested in the

Federal government. JTPA assures that States have a major role

in planning training programs by delegating to Governors the

authority to:

o Establish the State Job Training Coordinating
Council (SJTCC);
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o Designate Service Delivery Areas (SDAs),
approve locally developed plans, and distribute
grant funds to localities based on formulas
established in the act;

o Monitor local program performance, prescribe
variations in performance standards based on
special conditions in the State, and award
incentive bonuses for exceeding goals (or take
action, including sanctions, when performance
fails to meet standards or remains poor); and

o Establish and administer a new statewide
dislocated worker program, a discretionary
older worker program, a coordination and special
services program, and a State labor market
information system.

Changed Federal Role -- The Federal government no

longer manages the program. Instead, it has the more limited

role of overseeing State operations. This oversight includes

monitoring finances and performance, and evaluating the

program's effects. For example, in carrying out its oversight

role during the initial stages of JTPA, the Department of Labor

focused on the Governors' discha.me of responsibilities for

monitoring local implementation of job training systems and

plans. JTPA does call for a Federal role in establishing new

program performance standards tied to overall JTPA goals and

objectives.

Private-Sector Partnership -- Recognizing that training

programs should respond to the needs of business and industry

for a well-trained labor force, JTPA requires that each State

establish an ongoing partnership with the private sector through

the State Job Training Coordinating Council (SJTCC), and that
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each SDA do the same through the local Private Industry Council

(PIC). Under CETA, Ms had primarily an advisory role, but now

in each ODA the PIC and local elected officials jointly decide

the respective policy and oversight roles each party will

perform. Together, they also decide who will develop the MA's

training plan, and who the JTPA grant recipient and local

administering entity will be (either or neither of which may be

the PIC or local government). The training plans must be

jointly approved by the PIC and local government and jointly

submitted to the Governor for approval.

Focus on Training -- The primary focus of JTPA is on

training, especially of the economically disadvantaged, and

particularly youths, welfare recipients, and high school

dropouts. JTPA is intended as a training program for increasing

participants' skills and competencies so they may achieve

economic independence, rather than as a vehicle to provide

transfer income or subsidised employment: The law restricts

payment of wages, stipends, and allowances to participants and

eliminates public service employment as an allowable activity.

Also, in order to assure that maximum funds are available for

training, the law sharply limits amounts that can be spent on

administration and participant support services.

4
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Closer Coordination Between Employment and Trainina

Service Deliverers -- JTPA emphasises closer coordination

between job training, employment services, vocational education,

and related State and locally administered services. These

services are to be tailored to each Statels perceptions of the

specific needs of its population.

A New Dislocated Workers' Program -- Recognising that

the U.S. economy is undergoing basic structural changes that

result, in some cases, in mass layoffs and permanent job losses,

Congress established, in Title III of JTPA, a comprehensive

program directed toward meeting the needs of dislocated workers.

At least 75 percent of the amount available under this

title is allotted by formula for State-administered programs;

States Must match this allotment dollar for dollar, except in

areas of high unemployment. The programs may provide job search

assistance, retraining, prelayoff, and relocation assistance.

In summary, within the framework of conditions and

standards established by JTPA, State, local, and PEC officials

are given maximum latitude in planning and structuring the new

job training partnership. To allow States and localities to



prepare for the significant changes, JTPA provided for a year of

transition before the new programs began operating in October

1983.

pummarv of the Provisions of Titles I. =A, and in

JTPA Titles I and In

Title I of the act establishes the organizational and

institutional structure for delivering job training services.

Title iiA provides an open-ended authorization for the basic

JTPA program for economically disadvantaged youths and adults.

Title I outlines flexible rules for the design of the

service delivery system, which is based on Serfice Delivery

Areas (SDAs), the sub-State level of the JTPA system. The

process of designating SDAs involves the Governor, local

governments, and business organizations. Requests to be a

Service Delivery Area come from units of general local

government with a population of 200,000 or more, consortia of

contiguous units of local government serving a substantial

portion of a labor market, and concentrated employment programs

that operated in rural areas under CETA. After receiving

proposals from the State Job Training Coordinating Council and

reviewing comments from local government and business

organizations, the Governor makes the final designation of sDAs.
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Title I also creates a framework for establishing

Private Industry Councils (PICs), which in partnership with

local government provide policy guidance for SDA activities and

oversee their operation. Based on agreements with the local

elected officials, the PIC determines the procedures for

developing the SDAls service plan. Private-sector

representatives are to be a majority of the membership. The

Governor has approval authority over locally developed plans,

but disapproval of any job training plan may be appealed to the

Secretary of Labor. Title I also creates a State Job Training

Coordinating Council whose members are to be appointed by the

Governor and whose plans and decisions are subject to approval

by the Governor.

Section 106 of JTPA requires the Secretary of Labor to

prescribe performance standards for Title IIA and Title III

programs. The Title IIA standards are to be applied to the

SDA. However, the Secretary's performance standards may be

adjusted by the Governor to account for a number of differences

among SDAs. The Title III standards apply to the State. No

initial TY84 or PY84 performance standards have been established

for Title III.

Title I incorporates provisions concerning the

selection of service providers and limitations on certain costs.



Por example, at least 70 percent of the funds available to a

Service Delivery Area must be spent on administration. Title I

also incorporates provisions concerning training programs for

older individuals, State labor market information programs,

various aspects of the allocation of funds, labor standards,

monitoring, and recordkeeping.

Title IIA of JTPA authorises a wide range of activities

to prepare economically disadvantaged youths and adults for

unsubsidised employment. Wide discretion is given to the local

service delivery agents to target the program. The national

eligibility rules are relatively broad. Economically

disadvantaged status is the only general eligibility

requirement, and even this is modified by a provision allowing

up to 10 percent of participants in any SDA to be persons who

are not economically disadvantaged. Title 11A also specified

criteria for allocating funds among SDAs within a State, based

on unemployment and numbers of economically disadvantaged

persons. The law specified that a portion (22 percent) of the

total grant be set aside for the State to allocate for special

purposes: 8 percent for State education programs; 3 percent for

older worker programs; 6 percent for performance incentives, and

technical assistance; and 5 percent for State administration.

Title IIA also specified that the job training plan may include

provisions for exemplary youth programs.
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JTPA Title III

Title III authorizes funds for programs that are

targeted on dislocated workers. Both the targeting and the

funding arrangements for Title III place great reliance on the

Governors. And, while coordination and review provisions are

included, the program options for design, organization, and

administration under Title III are likely to add to the variety

of JTPA models of State-local and public-private relations.

The basic allocation provisions for Title III authorize

two types of funds. At least 75 percent of the 'Federal money is

allocated among States by a formula with three elements: (1)

relative number of unemployed, (2) relative number of unemployed

in excess of 4.5 percent of the civilian labor force, and (3)

relative number of long-term unemployed. The State must match

this formula allocation dollar for dollar, but for each

percentage point that the Statels average unemployment rate

exceeded the nationwide average in the prior fiscal year, the SO

percent matching requirement is reduced by 10 percent.

Up to 25 percent of Title III money is reserved by the

Secretary for discretionary funding. Grants to States from the

discretionary funds need not be matched, but must be applied for

under a separate procedure.
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Title III Federal formula funds to ODAs or units of government

by some State formula, reserving to the State the responsibility

of ensuring that the money is spent on allowable activities for

eligible individuals. At the other extreme, the State may use

its Title III allocation to fund a single-site project serving a

narrowly defined target group of eligible persons. Between

these two extremes lie a multitude of options for targeting by

geographic areas, industry, or occupation.

1.2

The Westat PrOcess Study of the Implementation of JTPA

is formally divided into a study of Titles I and IIA and a study

of dislocated worker programs under Title III. Rowever, these

titles are closely related, at least at the State level.

Therefore, the research plan for assessing JTPA implementation

at the State and local level is as follows:

o The selection of an initial twenty-State
sample and observation of the State-level
implementation of Titles X, IX) and III.
This observation took place in December 1983
and January 1984.

o Selection of an initial sample of twenty-two
Service Delivery Areas within the twenty
Stats for a preliminary observation of Titles I,
ZIA, and XXI implementation. This observation
took place in January-March 1984.

o Selection of a sample of forty SDAs (to include
the preliminary twenty-two) for observation,
along with State-level operations, covering
the entire transition year 1984 (October 1983
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through June 1984). This report covers
that observation.

o An observation of Stat. and local Title I,
IIA, and III programs covering program year
1964 (July 1964 through June 1985). This
observation will cover the same States and
SDAs. A report on this observation will be
made in October 1985.

State Sample

Different JTPA titles t operational responsibility at

different levels of government, but all States have Title III

activities and responsibilities under Titles I and IIA. This

fact supports the use of a common sample of States to study both

titles. Using the common sample of States assures that the

patterns of interrelationships among Title I/IIA and Title III

State and local planning, coordination, decisionmaking and

service delivery are observed.

A sample of twenty States vas selected using a

stratified random sampling procedure. The State sampling

strategy was intended to provide representativeness by two major

criteria: region and sise. Given the relatively large sample

size and stratification by these two variables, it was believed

that this strategy would provide overall representativeness by

all major variables of interest, while maintaining objectivity

of the selection procedure.
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Stze has implications for the organizational

environment of JTPA. Governments of larger States have agenoies

that are more specialized and complex in their operations.

Also, a large State may have several dozen SDAs while a small

State may have only one. The measure of size used in this study

was the sum of allocations for Titles IIA, IIH, and III in

transition year 191)4 (October 1983 through June 1984). JTPA

allocation formulas consider employment and the size of the

economically disadvantaged population in the various States, so

this sampling procedure also includes the size of the population

in need of JTPA services in the various States.

gegional representation provides basic representa-

tiveness on a wide range of variables, related both to economic

conditions and to the organizational context of JTPA. The

sample design divides the continental United States into four

regions (Northeast, South, Midwest, and West), and provides a

representation of States by the combination of the two

stratifying variables, size and region.

The selection of sample States was done in the

following way:

1. Por logistical reasons, territories and States

outside the continental United States (Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto

Rico, American Samoa, Guam, Northern Marianas, Trust

Territories, and the Virgin Islands) were excluded from
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consideration. The District of Columbia was also excluded

because of its unique legal status; the initial phase of the

study was concerned with State/local organizational

arrangements. These exclusions resulted in a sampling frame of

forty-eight States.

2. The forty-eight contiguous States were divided into

four groups based on U.S. Department of Labor regions, on the

assumption that the DOL regional structure has some admini-

strative significance. The grouping was intended to divide the

sampling frame into four groups roughly corresponding to the

Northeast, Midwest, South, and West. The following groupings

were obtained:

Group 1 (Northeast)

DOL Region I: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts,
New Hampshire, Rhode Island,
Vermont

DOL Region /I:

DOL Region ///:

Group 2 (South)

DOL Region IV:

New Jersey, New York

Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvania,
Virginia, West Virginia

Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Mississippi, North
Carolina, South Carolina,
Tennessee

DOL Region VI: Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Texas

Group 3 (Midwest)

DOL Region V: Illinois, Indiana, Michigan,
Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin
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Group 3 (Midwest) cont.

DOL Region VII: Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska

Group 4 (West)

DOL Region VIII:

DOL Region IX:

DOL Region X:

Colorado, Montana, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming

Arizona, California, Nevada

Idaho, Oregon, Washington

3. Using the measure of size explained above, the

sixteen largest States were classified as ulargeon the next

sixteen as umedium-sized,u and the last sixteen as losmall

States. Table 1-1 shows the ranking of States.3

4. Within ach of the four regions, the largest State

was selected with certainty (New York, Texas, Michigan, and

California). Of the remaining States, one was selected randomly

within each cell formed on the basis of the region and size

variables. Bach State within the given cell had an equal chance

of being included in the sample. (In the group of large western

States, only Washington remained after the selection of

California as one of the four largest States. This led to the

selection of the State of Washington with certainty.) Finally,

in each region, an additional State was randomly selected within

the size category containing the largest number of that regionls

States.

3Title III figures include only Federal allotments; the
required nonfederal State match is excluded. The totals by
State are shown in rank order in Table 2-1.
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Table 1-1. Ranking of 48 States by TY84 JTPA Title II, IIB
and Allotments to States

ALLOTMENT POPULATION TOTAL
RANK RANK STATE (Millions of Dollars)

1 1 California 294.370
2 2 New York 194.950
3 8 Michigan 160.847
4 6 Ohio 152.718
5 5 Illinois 147.707
6 4 Pennsylvania 144.609
7 3 Texas 119.272
8 7 Florida 95.992
9 9 New Jersey 81.560

10 12 Indiana 75.123
11 10 North Carolina 65.669
12 22 Alabama 65.317
13 17 Tennessee 63.630
14 20 Washington 59.323
15 11 Massachusetts 59.191
16 16 Wisconsin 56.302
17 19 Louisiana 55.069
18 13 Georgia 55.057
19 15 Missouri 52.777
20 23 Kentucky 49.513
21 14 Virginia 47.727
22 18 Maryland 44.143
23 24 South Carolina 42.546
24 30 Oregon 37.300
25 21 Minnesota 36.342
26 31 Mississippi 35.806
27 29 Arizona 31.871
28 27 Iowa 29.664
29 33 Arkansas 29.435
30 25 Connecticut 28.637
31 34 West Virginia 26.949
32 28 Colorado 25.062
33 26 Oklahoma 19.876
34 32 Kansas 16.038
35 37 New Mexico 15.851
36 36 Utah 13.064
37 38 Maine 12.208
38 39 Rhode Island 11..351

39 40 Idaho 11.322
40 35 Nebraska 10.400
41 42 Nevada 9.993
42 43 Montana 9.003
43 41 New Hampshire 7.479
44 46 Delaware 6.954
45 47 Vermont 6.707
46 44 South Dakota 6.682
47 45 North Dakota 6.660
48 48 Wyoming 6.647

Source: IIA; Employuent and Trai
April 13, 1983, p. 948.
ITS, III: Employment and
April 27, 1983) p. 1020.

ning Reporter,

Training Reporter
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The resulting sample is presented in Table 1-2. This

sample provides both variation by size within each major region

and variation by region within each size category.

Table 1-2. Classification of sample States by size and region

COMBINED FEDERAL REGIONS

Size
by TY84

Allocations

Group 1:
Northeast
(Boston
New York,
Philadelphia)

Group 2:
South
(Dallas

Altanta)

Group 3:
Midwest
(Chicago
Kansas City)

Group 4:
West
(Seattle,

Denver,
San Francisco)

LARGE New York" Texas' Michigan' Califorial
Pennsylvania Tennessee Illinois Washington

Wisconsin

MEDIUM Connecticut Georgia Missouri Acizona

Kentucky

SMALL Maine Oklahoma Kansas Montana

Delaware North Dakota

'Entered the sample with certainty.



Por transition year 1984 and program year 1984, field

observations were conducted in forty SDAs located within the

sample States. A subset of these -- twenty-two SDAs -- was

earlier selected for a preliminary analysis of the implemen-

tation of JTPA at the SDA level.

The sample of forty SDAs for this and the third

observation was selected using the same criteria used to select

the twenty States: region and size of allocation. However, in

selecting the SDAs, we measured size according to the TY84 Title

In allocation only, because most States do not use formulas in

allocating Title XII funds to the SDAs.

The method used to select SDAs differed from the way

States were selected in another respect. The SDAs could not be

divided into fairly neat thirds according to allocation size, as

had the States, because Title 11A allocations are unevenly

distributed among SDAs. A few large SDAs account for the top

third of Title In funds, while a large number of small SDAs

(two-thirds of all SDAs) take up the bottom third of Title Ilk

allocations. If the same procedure had been followed as in

selecting the States, the sample of SDAs would have included

practically all the large SDAs and a very large number of small

SDAs. Instead, about half of the SDAs were selected from among

the large SDAs and the other half from among the medium-sized

and small SDAs. To the extent possible, stratification by

region was also done.
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A further rule was that each State have at least one

ODA in the final sample. The ability to equalize the number of

SDAs in each cell (of region by size) was constrained by the

existence of single-ODA States in the sample. Consequently, the

number of SDAs in each cell is not always equal. A final

constraint was that when the twenty-two SDAs were selected for

the earlier observation, planned allocations had to be used as

the measure of size. Several SDAs in the earlier sample ended

up in different size categories whan actual allocations were

used as the measure of size. TrAce implication of this selection

is that ODA results reported here should not be taken as

proportionally representative of the universe of the SDAs. The

final sample of ODAs for this observation is shown in Table 1-3.

The Field Associate Network

The primary element of the research design is the use

of a Field Associate network for data collection and assessment

of sampled States, SDAs, and Title III activities.4 This

network consists of a group of onsite observers able to

AFor a discussion of the Field Associate Network see: V. Lane
Rawlins and Richard P. Nathan, uThe Field Network Evaluation
Studies of Intergovernmental Grants: A Contrast With the
Orthodox Economic Approach/II American Economic Review Papers and
Proceedings, May 8, 1982; Richard P. Nathan, uThe Methodology
for Field Network Evaluation Studies," in Studying_
ImplementatiornMetbadoloaical and Administrative Issues by
Walter Williams and others (Chatham, N.J.: Chatham House,
1982).
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collect consistent information, and to observe and assess the

operation of the program in its State and local context. The

Field Associates are professional economists or political

scientists who teach or perform research in either universities

or research institutions located in the study area. They are

interested in employment and training programs and

intergovernmental relations; many have nationally known

reputations in the field. They are also familiar with the

employment and training policy issues and funding arrangements

at the national, State and local levels.

Table 1-3. Sample of Service Delivery Areas for JTPA Process
Study, Phase 2

SDA

Expenditure
Level

Combined Federal Region

Northeast South Midwest West

LARGE Philadelphia, Pa.
Hartford, Conn.
Delaware
Balance of Maine
Lehigh Valley, Pa.

Harris Co., Tex.
Bluegrass, Ky.
Atlanta, Ga.

Fayette-Shelby
Cos., Tenn.

Mid-Cumberland
COG, Tenn.

Memphis-Fayette
Cos., Tenn.

Northwest Cook
Co., Ill.

Grand Rapids-
Kent Co., Mich.

Milwaukee, Wise.
St. Louis, Mo.

SDA #6

Tacoma-Pierce, Wash.
Los Angeles, Calif.
Phoenix, Ariz.
San Francisco, Calif.
SOS Montana

MEDIUM Lackawanna Co., Pa.
Clinton-Hamilton,

Cos., N.Y.
Rochester, N.Y.

Tulsa, Okla. Johnson-
Northeast, Ga. Wyandotte,

cos., Kans.
Cameron Co., Muskegon-Oceana,

Texas Cos., Mich.

Atchison-
Washington
Cos., Kans.

Western Wisconsin

Pacific Mountain, Wash.
Fargo Region, N.D.

SMALL Danielson-
Willimantic, Conn.

Job Training
Northeast, Okla.

North Central
Kentucky,
Area D

Columbia,
Jefferson, Mo.

Vermillion
Co., Ill.

Illinois Valley
#21

Gila-Pinal, Aria.
Butte Co., Calif.

NOTF: SOS stands for balance of state -- that is, all parts of a State not served by other SDAs.
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In a study of this type, the Field Associates make

several rounds of assessment over a period of time, during which

they keep in contact with the program in their State or area.

Bach round of assessment begins with a conference of the Field

Associates. The central staff of the project brings to the

conference an agenda of questions to be addressed in that round

of the study. They also submit a draft report form for

Associates to use in reporting their findings. This report form

covers relevant issues and the kinds of data to be collected in

the pursuit of those questions. The Field Associates bring to

the conference their knowledge of the program at the local level

and how the issues of national concern translate into policy

questions of interest at that level. They are also aware of

data sources available at the local program level and of the

quality of that information.

During the conference, the draft report forms are

revised as necessary to properly assess the primary issues of

policy concern and to collect information that is consistent and

usable for all jurisdictions. After the conference, a revised

report form is produced and distributed to the Field Associates

prior to the observation period for that round.5

The report form is wit a survay instrument or

interviewing protocol. Rather, the questions and requests for

'The report forms used for this phase of the study are shown
as Appendixes B and C.
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data are addressed to the Field Associate. The Associate must

determine the best local sources for the information and data

needed to provide the assessments, and for the corroborative

data and documents required to complete the report form.

During the observation period of the study, the Field

Associates are encouraged to stay in touch by phone with the

central staff to discuss questions, problems, or unexpected

issues. Members of the central staff also make field visits

during this period, discussing the assessment with the

Associates and accompanying them on their field work. This

process provides valuable information and context to the central

staff and helps them check on the consistency and validity of

the information obtained in the report forms.

At the end of the observation period, the Field

Associates send the completed report forms, with supporting

documents, to the central staff. The information is then

checked, coded, ana analyzed. During this process the staff

discuss any questions regarding this information with the Field

Associates, who supply any clarification or additional

information or data.

A summary report covering that round of the study is

written by the central staff - often, as in the case of this

report, in concert with a group of the Associates - and
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distributed to the Associates for their comments. On the basis

of these comments, the draft is revised and submitted as one of

the study reports.

Validity and Consistency in the Field Associate Method

Consistency and validity of the information returned to

the central staff is assured in several ways. The first is the

conference referred to earlier at which Associates and central

staff agree on the questions in the report form, the kind of

information required for the particular questions, the framework

for the evaluation and the definitiOns of the specific concepts,

and likely sources of information. Definitions of concepts and

specific definitions of particular data items may be refined in

conversations with the central staff as the round of the

observation proceeds.

Consistency is further assured through the field visits

by the central staff. After the report forms are returned, they

are read and the data are checked by staff. Any questions that

arise are discussed with the Field Associate who authored the

report. This may result in checking on particular points by the

Assoc iate or collecting additional information. Validity of the

information and data collected is enhanced by the backup

documents that accompany the field reports. Consistency of the

narrative information is checked against the data collected and
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Chapter 3 examines the nature of the relations between

the State and the SOU within the State. Xt covers such issues

as regulation by the State, technical assistance, and MA

reaction to State handling of the nonformula parts of the

program.

Chapter 4 discusses the organisation, major actors, and

decisionmaking within the SDAs including roles of the various

actors, relations between the 6= and the administrative entity,

and the role of the Smployment Service.

Chapter 6 examines the involvement of the private

sector in the program at both the State and IDA level, how that

Inv4lvement manifests itself, and the effects on program

°potation.

Chapter 6 is concerned with targeting of Title ZIA and

related set-asides both by the State and within the SM., as

well as the characteristics of the participants in the program.

Chapter 7 examines the mix of services provided under

Title RA of the act, the role of stipends and allowances and

program outcomes.

Chapter S is concerned with programs for youths. This

includes the extent to which the youth expenditure requirement



affected the programs and service mix, and the use of tryout

mployment or exemplary programs.

Chapter 9 discusses Title XXX of the act. Xt includes

organisation and allocation decisions by the state, the role of

the SDAs in the Title XXX program, and the mix of services

provided.

Chapter 10 xamines the issues of performance standards

-- the process used by the State to set, measure, and calculate

performance. Other issues are whether the State altered or

added to the standards, and the problems and processes involved

in the performance standards system.
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2. THE DYNAMICS OP STATE-LEVEL JTPR IMPLEMENTATION

State-level politics changed considerably during the

transition year of the JTPA program. In many States, the roles

of key sectors and agencies changed once the focus moved beyond

start-up tasks to program implementation.

This chapter describes the changing roles of the

Governor, State Job Training Coordinating Council (SJTCC),

administering agency, imploysent Service, other State agencies,

legislature, and interest groups. It also discusses how these

changes affected the politics of policymaking and how they may

affect State JTPA programs during program year 1984.

2.1 The Chanaing Role of State-Level Actors

Among State-level actors, the greatest changes occurred

in the involvement of Governors, the State Councils, State

agencies, and the administering agenoy staffs. Changes often

reflected the settlement of ',turf warsu and subsequent pressure

to ofget the program rolling.



The Governors

At the time of observation during the transition year

in winter 1984, Governors typically were taking an active role

in structuring the JTPA program. In three-fourths of the sample

States, Governors made key decisions on what State agency would

administer JTPA, who would head this agency and fill other key

posts, who would serve on the State Council, and how SDAs were

to be structured.

By the end of the transition year, this involvement

had decreased in all but two States. Governors were involved

primarily through their appointees to the JTPA staff and State

Council. The Governors,had not lost their commitment to the

program; they had gained confidence in the ability of their

political appointees to run the program and look out for their

political interests. Governors directly involved themselves

only in situations where their appointees advised it

politically. The following statements by Associates reflect

this trends

The Governor appears to have great confidence
in those who are charged with carrying out programs
for him and prefers to become personally
involved when he is advised to do so for statutory
and/or political reasons.

The department in which JTPA is housed is one in
which the Governor has the highest confidence;
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its commissioner is one whom the Governor can
trust to do his business without a great deal of
input on his part.

In most cases, the Governors are primarily concerned

that the program (1) not turn into a ',bad CETA programu and (2)

servo politically important groups and be consistent with

programmatic priorities. The following are examples from

Associates' reports:

The primary concern of the JTPA staff is that
JTYA must not become a source of embarrassment
to the Governor.

The Governor remains interested in JTPA because
the bulk of its beneficiaries are strong political
supporters and bcause it is related to two of his
key programmatic priorities -- economic development
and education reform.

Clients are not the only political constituents served,

however. In another State the Associate comments:

The Governor considers JTPA to be an important
program for the State. A primary reason is
som political benefit he's getting from it
JTPA was touted in his re-election campaign as
another area in which the Governor had reduced
government waste (re CETA) and increased
fficiency, as being good for the business
community, for attracting new employers, and
as a good vehicle to get people off welfare. The
Governor is, in short, using JTPA to appeal to his
conservative constituency.

Some Governors also use JTPA to serve politically

important groups and program priorities by controlling



Title IIA set-asides and Title III funds at the State level.

Title IIA set-asides are often used to benefit educational

groups, specially community colleges and vocational and

technical schools. Title III funds are typically channeled to

the private sector, especially industries and geographical areas

most sharply hurt by high unemployment and plant closings.

Perhaps the most representative example was the following:

In this State, the Governor's influence
(on JTPA] is most clearly seen in the
allocation of the 8 percent education
set-aside, and the decision to allocate
virtually all Title III funds to community
college-based dislocated worker centers.
The PY84 State Service Plan emphasises the
importance of linking training and economic
development. The Governor actively supports a
strong economic developmemt role for community
colleges.

Some Governors also try to use their control ove ,ZPA

to further their economic development goals by ebcouraging other

State agencies to coordinate their activities with JTPA. This

type of effort is discussed in detail in Chapter 5.

In PY84, Goverrare. will probably continue to play

indirect roles in JTPA 4xcept where their political or
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programmatic priorities are threatened by other actors, such as

the legislature or the State Council, or where liability issues

or scandals emerge.

The State Job Training Coordinating Councils

State Councils generally played a predominantly

advisory role in TY84 because the program was new, most Cox:moil

members were inexperienced, and it was necessary to ucover a lot

of ground in a hurry. By early PY84, however, there were sigh.;

in eight States that State Councils were assuming policymaking

and oversight roles. In one State, the Associate reported:

When tbe transition year plan was drawn up, the
Council had little experience and had not reall/
defined its own function. It now appears to be
getting more of a handle on its role as a policy
development body.

Hut in most States, the Council remains dependent on

the State administrative staff:'

The SJTCC has provided leadership and advice on
policy and implementation. However, the sawc
uadvises and sanctionsu work necessary for
implementation of program goals and objectives
initiated by the State staff. The relationship
between the SJTCC and State staff seems to be
carefully managed so as to prevent any tests of
power or authority.



At least three State Councils have created independent staffs as

a way of separating from the State staff.

In several States, the Council's role has depended on

how close the Governor is to his or her Council appointees. One

Associate notes:

The State Council's role is impossible to
differentiate from the Governor's role. This
reflects the strong personality of the chair
and his very close ties to the Governor. In terms
of visible decisions, the State Council has been
primary. If the Governor is not making those
decisions himself, he is certainly using the
chair as one of his most intimate advisors.

The closeness of fit between the Council role and the wishes of

the Governor is also reflected in the fact that in these States,

Governors rarely rejected recommendations from the Council.

This closeness of fit between the Governor and the

Council is not always viewed positively, however. In one State,

some memb feel the State Council has become passive and

unenthusiastic about the program ',because it serves to rubber

stamp the Governor's plan.11

Maintaining Council members' interest in JTPA will be

critical in PY84. Nearly half the States identified high

turnover and poor attendance, particularly of legislative



members, as a problem. Reasons ranged from ',overload,' -- the

need to put in more time than Council appointees had anticipated

-- to uunderload -- the need to rely on staff recommendations,

which often leads to hasty, reactive decisions and frustration.

The problem of ',overload,' was described by one

Associate in the following statement:

The major complaint of the Council was that they
get too much information. The State staff sends
absolutely everything to the Council and buries
them in paperwork.

The problem of underload is reflected in the comments

of another Associate:

Little information is given to Council members
in advance, and major activities such as the
plans are given cursory review before they are
approved en masse.

Another reason some Council members are discontented

with their role may be increasing cross-pressure from SDAs,

community-based organizations, and Etate-level personnel. On

one side, SDA administrators and PIC representatives, either

individually or through State associations, complained that they

were largely ignored by ',unrepresentative State Councils,' early

in the transition year. On the other side, community-based

organizations have increasingly seen the State Council as a

friendlier forum than local PICs.
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A potentially troublesome trend is that as State

Council members resigned dur:krg the transition year, some were

replaced by less prestigious, less powerful persons,

particularly among private-seot*r representatives. A fairly

typical comment was:

The Council membership has continued to diminish
in its stature. Major industries are just not
represented. Even the State agencies are not
represented by the agency heads, but by third-level
go-to-meetings types.

In summary, State Councils are exercising more control

over the direction and content of the JTPA program as they shift

to policymaking and oversight roles. The challenge is to

sustain Council members' interest and involvement. For this to

happen, other State-level actors, such as the State

administrative staff, must give Council members enough

information to exercise a policymaking role without swamping

them in administrative detail.

The State Administrative Entity

The role of the State administrative entity changed as

top-level State JTPA administrators gained confidence in the

workability of the SDA structure and the State Council

decisionmaking process, the cooperation of other State agencies,

and the abilities of their own staff.
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Initially, State JTPA administrators played key roles

in State-level decisions about SDA formation and methods of

allocating funds. In some States, the staff advised the

Governor; in others, the Governor had the lead role. regardless

of the role, the State staff was, and remains, sensitive to the

political consequences of the program for the Governor An4 their

agency. Por example, the need to distinguish JTPA from CETA

persists and influences policy decisions in almost every state.

Major responsibility for formulating the transition

year State Service Plan naturally fell to the State JTPA staff.

But so did responsibility for developing administrative

W-ructures and procedures at State and local levels.

Consequently, the JTPA staff had to play the lead policymaking

and administrative roles. At the same time, they had to educate

local SDA staffs and PIC members, State Council members, and

other State agency personnel about JTPA. This technical

assistance role intensified during the transition year as SDAs

increasingly asked for help, especially in designing management

information and fiscal accounting systems.

A major lecision made by some State JTPA agencies

during the transition year was whether to ',become the new

regional DOL officeu by making rigid procedural rules,

regulations, and interpretations for SDAs or to ',offer little

such guidance to SDAs in the spirit of the act. The liability

c' 0
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issue was closely intertwined with this decision. From a State

that decided to take a strong role in controllik tae Title IIA

program in the SDAs, the Associate reported:

The State ill becoming the new ',Federal regional
office, primarily because it has taken v.he
responsibility for providing interpretations
of the Federal JTPA regulations. From the SDA's
point of view, this is both good and bad. It is
good in the sense that the State is accepting the
liability for those determinations. However, the
cost to the SDAs is clear. First, the State is not
giving SDAs as much autonomy as it could. The
feeling is that if they are going to accept liability
for the interpretation of the Federal legislation,
they are going to insist on ',process authority.10
This they are exercising vigilantly. This upsets
the SDAs since it imposes procedural burdens and
paperwork and diminishes what many SDAs feel to be
JTPA-mandated SDA/PIC autonomy.

From another Associate in a State that has decided

against the rule-making role:

SDA administrators complained about the lack of
clear-cut directives from the State regarding
allowable expenditg.nes -- eligibility determination,
monitoring, audit iquirements, liability issues, etc.
This will probably continue becalms State officials
are trying hard to avoid establishing State financial
liability. In the opinion of one audit official, If
the State is running the program, audit exceptions will
accrue to the State. Therefore, we're
careful about putting snmething out as
'State policy' and prefer to tell =As to
document the rationale for every decision in
anticipation of audits by DOL or the General
Accounting Office down the line.



The initial dominant role played by the State JTPA

staff often led to an adversarial relationship between them and

the SDAs, as will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.

rhere is evidence that this adversarial relationship changed as

the State staff's role shifted toward providing technical

assistance. As one Associate noted:

The adversarial relationship between the State
and the SDAs was replaced by a greater sense
of give-and-take as both groups became accustomed
to the new relationship and cognizant of the need
for cooperation in order for the program to
succeed.

Wwever, several Associates speculate this cooperative trend may

)e somewhat reversed in P184 as the State staff plays a more

Lmportant role in the monitoring and evaluation process.

Other State Agencies

The role of other state agencies such as the Employment

;ervice and departments of education, social services, and aging

:ended to shift from that of ',competitor', (of the administrative

mmity) to ',team player.0 The role change was often initiated

y the Governor. Once it was decAed which State agency would

le the home department for JTPA, the ulosersu began to come

xound, especially as they recognized JTPA as a new source of

evenue. This was particularly true of the Employment Service.
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Pe
loymeet service is being encouraged by the new
rnatorial admiaistration to take more emotive role
STPh losally. The predominant view is that this is

peoessary to esquire funds for Smployment Service
emviees to make up for recent losses of other sources
of revenue.

In summary, the Employment Service was a servioe

provider, not a polioy taker, in most State MR prograns during

the traasitioa roar. Its only direst polioymaking role was

generally through the Employment Nowise representative ou the

State Connell. Eowswer, it will prebably play a strouger

policymaking role in PTS4 as it becomes increasingly involved in

intake, eligibility deterniaatioa, aad participant follower.

state and SOIL decisions to subcontractt with the Employmeat

Servioe for these *swim's aro, of (*arse, tied up with the

liability issue.

agegAsigiummelmi. Like the Smploymeat Service,

ether State agemeles often provided sonless aerial' the

traasitiom year. Pwadimg sans largely from set-asides, which

omplaLmo tbo involvement of State ode/atlas, modal servio., aad

egiag ageasies. Mese agemeies played a stronger policynakiag

role than the Employment Nevis. in feasibly both transition year

aad PTS4 State plass. They often recommemded allooation

strategies later adopted by the State council aad approved by
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the Governor. (The role of these agencies in determining the

use of set-asides is discumed later in this chapter.)

In sone oases, a State agency's decision to recommend

spreading of sot-aside money to Saks through formulas reflected

pressures from the agency's local client groups. for example,

immunity colleges sometimes ashed State education departments

to help obtain assured funds, and area agencies on aging sought

similar help from State departments of aging. These other State

agencies aloe stimulated interest *ad sooperatioa at the SOS

level, esposially where they core primarily assaults to,:

funding.

rhalitsts-lisSimlafists

State &ogle/atom were mover as involved in Offh se the

key eneeutive asters or the private sector, sad during the

!sensitise year their involvement diminished. In the early past

of the traasitise year, meet legislatures did me mere than

authorise legislatiom sod revise rules is ether State programs,

sash as unemploymeet issuramee sod woo, that might deter

partbeipation Ls the Om program.
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Only few legislatures appropriated Stat funds to

supplement Federal am funds, usually to cover t% required

S tate match tor Title HI. Likewise, in only a tow States wer

legislative oommittees assigned oversight responsibility tor

SM. Ths oommittoes were generally inactive during TT54 but

will probably play a bigger role is PT14, once perform:me

statistics are released or audit exceptions appear. Some

legislator@ may hawse more involved tor political reasons, --

it the Governor appears vulnerable through the program, or the

S tateos fineness are hammed by liability for disallowed costs.

As meted earlier, participation of legislators on the

S tate Council is poor is most States. With toy exoeptioas,

their attendases amid inteasity ot involvement is the worst of

107 group, pane or private. Associates' assessments ot the

iwvel ot legislative iavelvemeat range from total aoainvolvemeat

to limited or dlaialshed imvolvemsato

Tie legislature has mover invelv*4 itself with
lien. Morose all legislators Mew of CATS, very
few knew what Mk steads tor.

'be legislature is involved to the =test that the
chair et eme 1120 is a State 'seater sae the legislature
has sem tit to toad a die/seated worker program sad
displased homemaker preimia. ilowevere the legislature



has not boon involved in plan reviews, oversights, or
other more overt activities.

*

Legislative interest waned somewhat during the l2$4
session. The local pressures that funded, in part,
the creation and early work of the joint cosaittee
have disinished acw that the issue of ODA designation
has bees effectively closed.

MIES ALUMS

intense pressure from local constituency groups

obviously affects the level of individual legislators'

involvemost in SM. Interest grows lObbied hard at the Etate

level on sush issues as designating significant segments and

target populations, adopting performance neasitres and weights

attached to them, and State set-asides.

The interest groups that tried to influenee policy

during the transition year were (1) samority grouper (2)

traditional employment end training servioe providers, snob as

sommmaitywitesed ergaminations, essmumity eel:egos, and

vesetiosal and tesbmisel sehoolst (3) new elaimaats, including

groups representing *mem, the aged, and the bandleapped: asd
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(4) SDA administrators and PIC members. The relativ success of

theme groups was contingent upon the strength of their

nsponsorste at the State level -- the Governor, State staff, or

State Council. hcoording to the Associates' reports, these

groups can be xpected to monitor program performance while

continuing to scramble and compete for JTPA funds.

2.2 The Politics 21_222imaking

The dynamics of change among key actors become more

visible when their effects on key JTPA issues are examined. We

next consider three progran areas where conflicting values

affected the decisionnaking precise during TY541 SDA

designations, Title ZIA set-asides, and Title III allocations.

Iwo broad sets of competing claims cut across all three

areas. One set of claims is for the centrality of Stets

priorities. Sugh claims lay behind proposals to coordinate SDA

with other service delivery boundaries, to promote services to

the har&to-serve, and to use a State-directed oompetitive

prooess for targeting funds. The other st of claims is for the

primacy of SDh goals, and is sees in proposals to distribute

Title set-aside and Title III funds to SDAs by formula, and

to give Ples and SOAs discretion in deciding how to use and

administer these funds.
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imijatiisuatigna

The designation of service Delivery Areas was one of

the first policy issues considered by the States in implementing

JTIA. These basic geographical units designated for planning

and delivering job training services were neither

straightforward nor free from politics. Rathr, the process

involved choosing between two rival ways to delineate ADA

boundaries.

One, advanced by State-level officials, was to draw ODA

boundaries to conform to planning, education, economic

development, or Imployment Service frameworks -- that is,

lorationalisingn ADA and other State service boundaries. The

other, advanced by local governments, maximised local

preferences. For CSTA prime sponsors, in particular, the goal

was to retain prime sponsor boundaries intact. (Slightly more

than half were successful.) For other local governments with

populations of at least 200,000, the goal was independent ODA

status.

governors set the tone for State government involvement

in ADA delineations. Three distinct approaches were adopted by

Governors in the sample States:

o An active posture promoting a centrally
determined plan for ADA designations:



o A broker role, mediating conflicts among
local contenders for SDA status; or

o A passive or reactive role to local decisions.

The sample States were divided almost evenly among

these three categories. Governors of small, rural States often

adopted the active role; those of medium and large, more heavily

urbanized States commonly adopted broker or deferential

postures. The importance of this urban/rural distinction is not

surprising. As noted in our first report, general, the

larger the State, the greater the proportion of former prime

sponsors able to resist any change. Broker or deferential

roles were viewed as more politically expedient for Governors of

larger States.

Active Role. In one small State, the Associate

indicated that udividing the State into a large number of SDAs

didn't make any sense, as it would be inconsistent with the

Governor's ideas of a compact, centralized administrative

structure. In another small, rural State, the Governor,

upressed by the Business Council to form a single SDA for the

entire statist,' prevailed in this outcome. The Associate

explains that three subunits seeking separate SDA status found

it necessary to ugo along with the Governor to get the high

0 0
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caliber of private-sector representation on the State Council

that he sought.0

The Governor of a large State actively promoted the

configuration of SDAs along State planning region lines, as

proposed by the State employment and training department staff.

We found, however, that he had no legal recourse but to grant

SDA status to governments of jurisdictions with populations of

200,000 or more. As a result, only 60 percent of his originally

proposed SDAs were designated as such.

azalam.Role. For Governors adopting the broker role,

the following process was typical:

Requests for SDA designation were placed in two
stacks: the uautomaticsu and the problem cases.
The former generally consisted of stable CETA
prime sponsor areas; the latter were generally in
the more rural, sparsely populated counties which
had either been balance of State regions or uspecisl
circumstancesu prime sponsors, and did not have
sufficient administrative capacity to manage a
full JTPA program. What followed was a very
intensive period of political bargaining among the
entities involved, with State agency staff acting
as the political broker.

Deferential Role. The prevailing approach in the

remaining States was, in the words of one Associate, uto let the

preferences bubble up from the local areas to be certified at

the State level. The Governor of one medium-sized State, for

example, decided to utake a hands-off policy with regard to
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boundary decisions for the new SDAs. Thus his employment and

training division -- even though it had developed an SDA plan

reflecting labor market characteristics -- had to soft-pedal

that plan and instead facilitate the process. The resulting SDA

makeup, according to the Associate, reflects the lack of any

central pressure. One SDA is composed of counties sprawling far

to the north and the south. Indian reservations, unemployed

millworkers and loggers, college students, Hispanics, and

wealthy wheat farmers are all lumped in one sweet package

Regardless of the Governor's approach to designating

SDAs, the process was time consuming and, in some States,

fraught with tension between State and local governments. once

the process ended, however, there was little evidence of

lingering conflict. The medium-sized State described above was

the lone sample State where a challenge to the Governor's

decisions continued; the arena for conflict resolution, however,

shifted to the courts during TY84.

Transition Year Activity. Following SDA designations,

State efforts to urationalizeu SDA and other State service

delivery boundaries continued in seven States. All efforts

involved reconfiguring Employment Service boundaries to conform

to the newly established SDAs. The Associate in one small,

rural State indicated that the udriving motivation was

Employment Service budget cuts, which forced_the _State to-

consider closing Employment Service offices unless it could find
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more economical ways of housing the staffsol In another small

State, the uperceived need for unified service areas in welfare,

unemployment insurance, job search, and job trainingu caused the

reconfiguration.

It is not clear whether States will continue efforts to

redraw Employment Service or other service boundaries to conform

with SDAs. The deciding factor may be how important JTPA is

compared to othev State services and funding sources. The

Associate in one large State noted, uJTPA is not that big a deal

in the entire context of State services -- particularly since

Title III funds flow outside the SDA network.0 The Associate in

another large State, in contrast, expects that integration of

service delivery boundaries will take place, as ujob training,

Community development, and economic development programs are

seen increasingly to serve the same areas and clientele.0

Future Issues. Governors are permitted by law to

redesignate SDAs uno more frequently than every two years

Thus the viability of SDAS delineated at the start of the

transition year will be scrutinised during PY84.

Redesignation decisions in early P185 may well be

linked to allocations of 6 percent incentive set-asides under

Title IIA, described in the next section. SDAs meeting or

--exceeding-performance-standards_may_have_a_strongclaim on_

1JTPA; Title I, Section I01(c).
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2-22



continued designation. But some Governors may award incentive

funds to assist future performance, not just to reward past

performance. Where this occurs, even SDAs whose performance did

not meet early expectations may remain intact.

Tit40 IIA Set-Asides

A total of 22 percent of the Title IIA funds is set

aside for four separate purposes:

o 8 percent
education

o 6 percent
exceeding
technical

o 3 percent

o 5 percent

to coordinate State vocational
programs;

to SDAs for incentive grants for
performance standards or for
assistance;

for older worker programs;

for State administrative purposes

Numerous arrangements to administer and distribute the

set-aside funds during TY84 are described in the report on the

earlier round of the study; the variety indicates that Governors

were indeed exercising the considerable discretion permitted

them under the law. Changes in some arrangements for PY84

reveal continued discretion. This time, however, the Governors

were responding to demands for change at both State and local

levels.

Revisions were concentrated in the distribution of the

----8---gercent-Incentive-grant .15-4-14-the-8-p-ercentfocativna-
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education funds. Few States changed the older worker or

administrative set-aside arrangements.

The Incentive Grant Set-Aside. Power thaa one-quarter

of the sample States used the 6 percent set-aside funds for

incentive payments during the transition year. Most States felt

there was insufficient information on which to reward

performance during T184. In contrast, eighteen of the twenty

sample States plan to award such grants in P184, basing them on

nA performance in the transition year. The two remaining

iitItes will defer awards until P185.

Political considerations underlay decisions on what

factors to use to measure and reward performance. Two bases for

distributing the funds were contemplated by agency officials and

Council members at the State level: (1) meeting or exceeding

State-prescribed standards, and (2) meeting or exceeding

standards for the hard-to-serve. (See Chapter 10 for a

diwussion of performance measures adopted by the States.)

Advocates for special groups rrgued for including a

hard-to-serve criterion. Typically, organizations representing

welfare recipients, the handicapped, ex-offenders, at-risk

youths, and displaced homemakers, together with their ',sponsor,'

State agencies -- social services, education, and youth

departments -- were involved. Both sets of actors contended

that a hard-to-serve factor for rewarding performance would have



two salutary effects: It would encourage sDAs to serve those

groups who are typically harder to place, and it would

discourage them from ucreamingol

These advocates for the hard-to-serve were largely

successful; all States that planned to allocate incentive funds

during PY84 used both performance measures and hard-to-serve

standards. Administering agency officials in most States viewed

the two as separate and distinct bases for rewarding pc.formance

-- thereby enlarging the pool of potentially eligible SDAs. in

one State, however, the two factors were linked, with possible

negative consequences for rural SDAs:

Of the 6 percent funds for incentive awards,
50 percent are for meeting or exceeding
performance standards, 40 percent are for
meeting or exceeding standards established for
the hard-to-serve population, and 10 percent
are for a bonus pool for exceptional SDAs
exceeding performance standards.

SDAs must have qualified to receive the 50
percent of these funds in order to be considered
eligible for the 40 percent portion.

One likely result of these rules is that rural
SDAs will have more trouble than urban SDAs in
qualifying for awards. Rural SDAs have complained
that their total pool of potential participants
is smaller and the job opportunities are more
limited. As this will be the first year of
sanctions for not meeting standards, it could
be a real test period for the smaller SDAs.

The Vocational Education Set-Aside. Nine sample States

changed their administration of the vocational education

set-aside for PY84. The changes reflected the resolution of
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competing tugs between State educational agencies and local sDAs

over the uses of the funds.

Three States increased their control over these funds.

The Department of Education in one State successfully advocated

shifting from a formula basis in TY84 to a discretionary basis

in PY84 for allocating the 80 percent of the funds mandated in

the law for eligible participants. The Associate contends that

the change will not only allow the Education Department to

target funds to meet State-determined priorities, but will also

broaden the pool of potential service providers.

A second State strengthened the emphasis on the 8

percent funds as °the Governor's money -- to further his

economic development and disadvantaged youth employment

objectives.°

The vocational education program description
sheets, which were reviewed by the State
Council's Retraining for Employment Committee,
are explicit in identifying programs as carrying
out the Governor's policies, and the Governor's staff
was there to advance them. This was a definite
change from the TY84 process.

In the third State, the funds were still allocated by

formula to vocational education districts, but the State

vocational education agency required the districts to apply for

PY84 funds. During ihe transition year, the agency bad simply

distributed the funds on a formula basis -- a procedure

criticised by the State Council for its lack of accountability.



The SDA role was strengthened in the remaining States

where changes in the 8 percent set-aside arrangements occurred

between the transition and first program years. SDAs

successfully advocated more direct involvement in planning and

administering the vocational education funds. These points are

separately illustrated in the following excerpts:

During T184, RPPs were sent directly to local
education agencies (LEAs) from the State
Education Department (SED). LEA proposals were
submitted to SED without prior SDA review. As a
consequence, SDAs were frequently unaware of the
status and content of proposals and subsequently
funded grants. Changes for P184 were established
to provide for a more efficient and timely
allocation of the 8 percent funds. SDAs must now
sign off on all proposals.

In a large eastern State:

During the TY, the state Education Department (SED)
contracted directly with local educational service
providers, effectively bypassing the SDAs
That has changed in P184, apparently as a result of
demands by SDAs that they incorporate the education
set-aside funds into their total planning and
administrative efforts. In P184 the SDAs serve as the
local contractors for service delivery, and they also
benefit from the available administrative funds. . . .

This procedural change, which means that the SDAs
administer the 8 percent grants after SED decides who
will get them, reduces SEDgs control.

The Older Worker Set-Aside. Competing claims for State

or SDA control were also present, to a lesser extent, in the

older worker funds. Two States changed from a formula-based



distribution approach, fispreading the fundspu to a competitive,

u targetingu process. Two others changed from utargetingu to

u spreading, that is, from a statewide RFP process to a formula

for distributing funds to BDAs.

Although these shifts occurrad in only four States, the

reasons for their occurrence may apply more widely in future

years. From the perspective of State agencies, targeting allows

for coordination of JTPA funds to implement selected State

priorities. For example, in one State that redesignated both

older worker and vocational education funds in PY84 as statewide

discretionary money for which SDAs and other agencies can

compete, four educational and two older worker priorities were

defined by the respective State administering agencies.

Targeting also has advocates at the SDA level,

particularly when the set-asides distributed by formula are

small. The Department of Aging in one State administered the

older worker funds in PY84 at the BDA's request:

The change was made because the amounts allocated
were too small in TY84 and the SDAs did not want
them. They are not spending them and have found
that specialised staff are required for aging
funds and they do not want to have staff
specialise for such small amounts.
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8DAs sometimes favor lespreadingn approaches for the

set-aside funds, however, when the allocation formula provides

programmatic and administrative benefits. The four States that

retained the TY84 formula basis for distributing older worker

funds are large; their urban 8DA5, in particular, welcomed the

opportunity to integrate these set-asides with other JTPA funds

-- even though they had to apply to the State administering

agency for the preallocated amounts.

Future Issues. Will there be more changes in

distributions of set-asides? The answer probably depends on

three factors: the timeliness with which the funds are spent in

PY84; the satisfaction of client groups; and the role of the

State Councils.

Speedy expenditure rates seem to argue for continuing

present allocation schemes; slow rates, for change. Minority

groups; traditional employment and training service providers;

and womensl groups, the aged, and the handicapped can be

expected to scrutinize the uses and beneficiaries of set-asides

in TY84 and PY84 -- and to advocate changes to benefit their

clients. Finally, many State Councils, as noted earlier in the

chapter, are exercising more control over the direction and
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content of the JTPA program, and may stress greater

administrative and programmatic coordination of set-asides with

other JTPA funds. This may or may not be translated into

initiatives for more State-level control over Sot-aside funds.

Title III

Among the many tasks that State JTPA agencies had to

perform during the transition year -- developing funding

mechanisms, providing guidance to SDAs, and monitoring

implementation -- the task presenting the largest number of

difficult problems was setting up Title III programs for

dislocated workers.

Title III problems were both procedural and political.

Delays in program implementation were frequently explained by

the greater emphasis on Titles I and IIA in the States, Title

III procedural requirement2, the newness of the program, the

firather modest allocation for establishing a dislocated worker

program,u2 and the matching requirement. Major changes in

2Robert Cook, V. Lane Rawlins, Cilla Reesman, Kalman Rupp,
Wayne Turnage and Associates, State Level_Implementation of the
Job Trainina Partnershin Act, Office of Research and Evaluation,
Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of
Labor, June 1984, pp. 4-31.
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Tit]e III programs in six sample States for PY84, however,

reveal that many so-called procedural problems reflected

political concerns.

Allocation Strategy Changes. Major Title III changes

for PY84 all involved allocation strategies. One State shifted

from State-level determinations of projects and amounts to

distributing the funds by formula to SDAs. Two shifted toward

State centralization. One kept the formula allocation but

designated new eligible local units, while another maintained a

centralized RFP strategy but reconstituted the State

decisionmaking entity.

States that shifted allocation strategies toward

formula funding were responding to local concerns. One

Associate indicates that while several utechnicaln reasons were

given, the major reason may have been political.

Some Council members argued that, in keeping
with the philosophy of placing responsibility
for the program at the SDA leveX, (1) the formula
scheme more adequately meets such an objective
than an PPP process; (2) SDA two-year plans can
be more consistent in dealing with ongoing
projects; cld (3) funds can be allocated more
rapidly at the start of the program year based on
SDA plans.

While these may have been some of the more utechnicaln
arguments, the overriding reasons for the change may
have been to ensure that rural, less urbanized (and
less experienced in the RFP process) SDAs received
Title III funds.
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SDAs in a large, southern State were dissatisfied with

results of the allocation process in the transition year:

When the State office discussed formula funding
Title III to EDAs in the transition year, most
SDAs did not want the funds, but preferred to
concentrate on getting Title IIA programs underway.
However, when MIAs later became aware that Title
III projects conflicted with their own Title IIA
OUT efforts, they argued for a change to a
formula-based strategy. [Under the PY84 allocation
strategy] SDAs recommend to the State projects
within their SDA to be funded. No money is given
to the SDAs. In effect, proposals are submitted
to the SDAs The 1.zojects are then submitted by the
SDAs to the [Statels DOL] who contracts with the
organisation which submitted the proposal to the
ODA....

SDAs are now more capable of establishing

administrative units. As a result more SDAs are designated to

distribute Title III funds. In a large, eastern State:

Title III transition year funds were allocated
by formula to counties, with the decisionmaking
prerogative retained by the State Department of
Labor. IN PY84, Title III funds will be distributed
to SDAs, with decisionmaking responsibilities still
at the State level. The explanation for the change
from counties to SDAs as the unit of formula
determination:

1. SDAs were not in place when the State
legislature enacted the Title III enabling
legislation for TY84.

2. A county-)'ased scheme was viewed favorably
by counties expecting tc. be multi-county
cons,rtia.

3. By 1984, the SDA system was fully in place
and perceived as the legitimate basis for all
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JTPA funding. (Some counties, however, did press
unsuccessfully for retention of the transition
year system.)

Just as SDAs spurred shifts toward decentralized

allocation strategies, changes in the opposite direction were

typically initiated by State agencies. The following excerpt

describes the critical role of the State Labor Department staff

in a small, midwestern State in influencing change toward State

centralization:

During the transition year, 75 percent of the
funds were allocated to SDAs on a formula basis
and 25 percent were retained at the State level.
All funds were obligated at the State level through
an RFP system.

For PY84 the State Council initially voted to
allocate the funds in the same way as in TY84. The
State staff had recommended that all funds be kept
at the State level, but this was overturned by the
State Council for the same reasons given in the
transition year, i.e., JTPA is to be a local program.
The State staff's view was that SDAs did not use the
funds effectively during the transition year and
therefore the funds should be kept at the State level.

The staff then developed a new proposal to the Council
that would retain 100 percent of Title III funds at the
State level. This time, the staff worked closely with
the Dislocated Worker Committee of the State Council,
and final approval for this change was attained.

Change in the Title III decisionmaking unit in a small,

eastern State was motivated by a desire for better response to

older workers' training needs. The State Council made Title III

awards in TY84, but for PY84 this responsibility was given
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to an interagency committee. The Associate reported that the

purpose was Igto speed up the decisionmaking process and, hence,

the flow of funds to older workers who are victims of plant

closings that cannot be predicted very far in advance.

2.3 EHIPAREI

Under Title IIA, SDAs have significant program and

administrative responsibilities and they are provided in the

legislation with a formula-based funding passthrough from the

State to meet them. However, Title III has developed as very

much a State program. Yet even in Title III, State and local

priorities have competing claims. The issues of targeting

versus spreading, as well as State control, seem to dominate the

discussion of Title III allocations. The issue of central-

ization versus decentralization is also evident in the handling

of the set-aside funds. Should these funds be used to support

',State'. programs or provided to the SDAs to purchase services

for particular groups? Finally, political uncertainties still

exist at the State and SDA level about whether JTPA is heading

in a nwelfareu or an Ileconomic development,' direction in PY84

and PY85. Some examples of these pushes and pulls are evident

in the following chapter which examines State-SDA relations. As

JTPA agesr and as both States and SDAs gain greater confidence

in program management, this dynamic competition can be expected

to continue across the entire JTPA program.

105



3. STATE-SDA RELATIONS

The nature cf State governmental relations with SDAs

under JTPA varied with the desires and perceptions of the

Governors and their principal aides in 1983. This chapter

discusses the Governors' apparent goals in attempting to develop

the type of State/sub-State relationship they wanted under

JTPA. Several questions can be asked: Did the States try to

use the new power available to them under the program to

maintain and expand their roles in the employment and training

system? Did the New Federalism ideas embodied in JTPA stop at

the State level? Or, did the States devolve power over JTPA

program content to the SDAs?

3.1 Types of State-SDA Relations

In the early stages of program implementation during

calendar year 1983, the States seemed to fall into three main

groups in terms of State-SDA relations.

In the first group, the Governor regarded JTPA as an

opportunity to reform the entire employment and training system.

In these cases, the Governor tended to centralize the job
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training function, either in his or her office or a single

cabinet department. At the same time, that effort usually led

to significant decentralizing of authority to the SDAs and their

PICs. Governors perceived that a partnershir should develop

under this program between State and sub-State entities.

In a second group of States, the Governors were also

actively involved in implementing the JTPA program, but for

somewhat different reasons. Here the Governor was less

concerned with building an administrative partnership than with

attaining specific political or policy goals that required a

substantial centralization of authority at the State level. The

goals ranged from setting up statewide economic development

programs to distributing political rewards to specific groups.

In some States, the traditional centralization of State politics

made it difficult to fashion a partnership between the State and

SDAs.

In a third group of States, the Governors tended not to

be actively involved in early.implementation of JTPA. Here the

arrangements that had prevailed under CETA and the balance

between State agency and local responsibilities remained largely

unchanged. However, the absence of political leadership at the

Governor's level seemed to make that balance unstable, at least

as of the beginning of 19 84.
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As an example of the first group of States, early in

the development of JTPA the Governor in one State decided that

uthe responsibility for implementation of programs such as JTPA

should be at the local level in order to meet and be responsive

to local requirements and needs, in the words of the Field

Associate. The Governor made two early decisions. First, he

gave respnsibility to the Department of Labor, so that it could

integrate JTPA with other employment and training programs and

establish a working relationship with local actors. Second, he

became actively involved in selecting the members of the State

Council. Because small business had supported him in his

campaign, representatives from this group tended to be selected

for the Council. When disputes between the Department of Labor

and the Council occurred over the number of SDAs, the Governor

usually sided with the Council, which, in turn, tended to

reflect local concerns.

In another State, the Governor actively encouraged a

State/local partnership at the inception of JTPA; it was

reported that the Governor saw JTPA primarily as a tocl for

economic development. He concurred in a Council recommendation

that the program be assigned to the Economic Development

Department (EDD). EDD worked assiduously to develop the

partnership throughout the State EDD is the Statess

economic development agency and represents the State to local

governments In this State, the PICs target their own service

populations and priorities .without interference or guidance from.

the Governor or State Council.



fa still smother State, the Governor bad as a top

priority *the seerdimetiem of job training with local and

regiemul 0e...swig development offorte." The Governor created

th State feb graining Coordiaatiag Cowin in March 35S3 to

aeoemplish that goal, sad in se deiag limited the earlier vowel

emerted by the State Depostmeat of Labor over the CSTR program.

The State "semen sets the overall policy for /ITS while the

Oopestmemt of Leber beadles dar.te-day administration. The

Depertmemt of Labor is this State has taken a more

imtereoveramemtal immesh is working with SUB than it did

modes CM. SOS representatives advise the department about

memitesimg sad memagememt information systems, and State

offielals 'moult sith 'Ohs is setting performance standards.

The Deessiate is this State sails "STPS has resulted both in

greater eamtselisatiem of employmeat aad traimiag activity at

the State level through the Severmores initiatives regarding t

State Commeil, 'ma greeter desemtralisation through the

imterestioa of SOU amd State ageacies.

is the sesoad group of States, the Governor wanted to

eemtselise the semtemt and operatioms of JITA to achieve aorta

pelley goals. Gme was swasamio development. in one state, th

'avenues "has bees out im fsoat natioaally in favor of .... a

large private-sector involvement La solving employment and

txmialag problems (ead) streamlintag state government...." Th

8TIMI program was plased im the State Deportment of Labor inste

et the Seememis Developmemt Departmeat. The private sector di
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not want the program in the Economic Development Department

which could make strategic management decisions. The private

sector, moreover, wanted a single ODA. oat was not easy setting

up a single statewide ODA. The old prime sponsors all presented

considerable resistance. The threat to jobs and budgets was

seen as critical/11 according to the Associate. To overcome

this, the private sector compensated local CETA staff who

transferred to the State payroll for benefits they lost in the

transfer. The Governor also overcame some opposition to

centralisation by setting up an advisory committee of the local

elected officials. However, with one ODA, the State JTPA

program is clearly centralised. Por example, the management

information system is being converted to serve all social

programs throughout the State.

In another State, the Governor's stress on economic

development led to new levels of centralising employment and

training activities. The State largely determined the sDA

designations, despite pressures from various counties and

regions for separate SDA status. The State backed down only

where an especially powerful actor (such as one mayor who was on

the State Council) was involved. According to the Associate in

this State, umost local actors are relatively inexperienced in

JTPA and are hardly in a position to challenge the authority or

interests of the Governor's office or key State institutions."

In some counties where the local elected officials have placed

passive public-sector representatives on the PICs, the direction

of the program sometimes comes from the State Council, which has
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more active representatives. The Governor's plan gives priori

to training programs that stress economic development. The

Stets urequires the SDAs in preparing their local employment a;

training programs to address the manner in which JTPA resource

will be used to meet the goals and priorities identified by th

Stateu.

Some States take charge of JTPA because the State is

small and the political environment favorable. In one such

S tate, the Governor was reported to favor ucentralized

administration of human services programs as the key to

e stablishing clear lines of accountability, as well as gaining

administrative efficiencies necessary in a small State 01

Before JTPA, the CBTA office and the Employment Service were

merged, with considerable staff reduction. The administrative

entity for JTPA was the Employment Service Division, which

staffs both the State Council And the SDAs. The program is

delivered through the Employment Service offices in the State.

Title III is operated by the State AFL-CIO. A key goal of the

Employment Service is uto put.in place an effective program wi

a barebones staff

In another rural State, the Employment Service operat

the program, with strong emphasis on involving the private

sector. The Governor's Council serves as both the State Counc

and the statewide PIC. Its executive director was the dominan

force in implementing the program in the State. For example,
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order to organize a single-SDA program, he had to persuade the

mayors of two cities, formerly prime sponsors/ not to have

separate SDA status.

Roughly three-quarters of the States are evenly divided

between the first two groups and about a quarter of the States

are included in the third category. in these States, no clear

direction was established at the beginning of the JTPA program.

This was largely because the Governor did not get involved and

the State legislature showed no particular interest in

structuring the program. in these States JTPA triggered no

reorganization of employment and training programs at either the

state or sub-State level. instead, the balance of power between

the State and sub-State areas remained largely as it had been

under CETA, at least at the beginning.

in one of these States, the Governor was reported to

have ',played a minor role in JTPA.9 While he set broad goals,

the specifics were left to cabinet secretaries. SDAs emerged

from the Economic Development Districts, which are very strong

in the State. They serve as administrative agencies for Federal

and State grant programs and provide planning and economic

development services. Outside of the cities that were prime

sponsors, the Economic Development Districts are administrative

entities for the SDAs and provide staff for the PICs. This

Associate indicates that old CETA staff ucomprise the chief

112
3-7



actors in JTPA except for snme new actors being introduced by

the requirement that a majority of PIC members come from the

private sector.

3.2 The Local Settina_in_Persoective

The States' early responses to the implementation of

JTPA were largely influenced, both directly and indirectly, by

local conditions. SDA designations involved the creation of

entirely new political subdivisions within the States. This

process was (and will continue to be) very definitely

constrained by local forces. The extent to which States were

able to centralise or decentralise employment and training

programs under JTPA was affected by the previous configuratior

of local actors, both public and private. This is also true f

States' relationships with any new local players who had an

opportunity to take part in this New Federalism initiative.

Variation in the structure of JTPA programs is even

greater at the sub-State level. The arrangements among local

actors under JTPA differ from those under CETA in several ways

First, of course, JTPA gives primary status to the

private-sector participants. The Associates report that

private-sector participation on PICs started at a promisingly

high level under JTPA. The evidence suggests that, while the

honeymoon period may be over, a private-sector commitment to
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the program has been established. Associates in a number of

SDAs have reported a fall-off in private-sector interest and

participation. However, under even the very best of

circumstances, this is to be expected. In many cases,

private-sector PIC members lose interest simply because

participation requires too much time and work for already busy

people. In other cases, frustvation with bureaucratic process

and details has taken its toll on participation by

private-sector officials, especiaDy those occupying top

management positions. In one PIC, it was reported that lithe

representatives from some of the largest companies are regarded

as Igo-to-meetingl types with little or no influence within

their corporations. In another SDA, the chair of the PIC, who

represented a major corporate voice, resigned in frustration due

to bottlenecks in State-SDA communication on policy and

administrative matters. Despite these difficulties, the overall

picture seems to be brighter than that which characterized the

CETA Title VII program.

The role of community-based organizations (CB05)

represents another difference from CETA and varies considerably

across States and their SDAs. In some jurisdictions, CBOs

remain the prinicipal providers of JTPA services; in others,

their existence is in jeopardy. The extent to which these

organizations are able to re-establish themselves within the

State and sDA employment and training systems will influence the

character of State-SDA relations in the future.

A J
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A third diffexence is also patterned by past

experience. An SDA's prior status under the CETA program (prime

sponsor, HOS area, no prior experience) is a significant

determinant of its relations with the State. Some SDAs were

reported to be much more sophisticated in their planning and

operational capabilities than were their counterparts at the

State level. For example, one Associate reported that lithe

[city/county SDA] does not view the State as the new regional

office. It does not consult with the State on administrative

issues because the county (SDA) staff is far more sophisticated

than the State staff.0 This reponse is not confined to SDAs

that were prime sponsors under CETA. Indeed, an SDA that had

been part of the balance-of-state prime sponsor under CETA was

reported to be less than pleased with the Statels technical

assistance efforts.

The implementation of JTPA, of course, is also directly

influenced by the capability of the local leaders who govern the

program. Local elected officials, in particular, have varying

levels of interest, commitment, and experience. Large urban

SDAs, especially those representing citywide SDAs, are usually

dominated by city officials. In two such city SDAs, the local

elected officials rather than the PICs dominated SDA

decisionmaking. On the other hand, in SDAs where county

officials are the principal governmental representatives, the

PICs seem to play the more dominant role. In one State, for

115
3-10



instance, county jurisdictions are perhaps the weakest unit of

general-purpose government, and efforts to abolish them are

common items on the legislative agenda each session. In this

State, the PIC has established a firm niche in SDA affairs,

second only to the State itself.

3.3 pefinina the Parameters of State-ODA Relationships

Reports on earlier phases of this study indicated that

State-SDA relations varied from harmonious to acrimonious and

that the States' attitudes toward SDAs ranged from avoiding

being "overly prescriptive" to being "the new Federal regional

office." This section examines factors affecting the degree of

conflict or cooperation between States and their SDAs.

One factor that reduces a conflict is willingness on

the part of the State to take part in SDA operations -- not to

dictate policy, but to share ideas and to keep communications

open. One Statels Department of Labor insisted that its staff

of five field representatives attend all SDA/PIC meetings.

Moreover, the Department of Labor holds periodic technical

assistance conferences for the SDAs. Regular information is

furnished to the SDAs, including a "service Delivery Area

Planning Package" for preparing the annual plan. The State

controls the set-asides and Title III funds, but the sDAs do not

seem to resent this. The Department of Labor is the only State



actor involved and is perceived as being open and consistent in

its dealings with all SDAs. The SDAs in this State generally

did not follow the State's programmatic and participant

priorities for Title IIA. This was especially true among SDAs

with prior CETA experience. Furthermore, SDAs with agressive

PICs were less likely to take their cue from the State. Despite

this, the fact that employment and training was not a ubig

ticketu item in State politics helped reduce tIle level of

conflict.

Some State agencies also cooperate with SDAs by workin5

closely with them at the local level, especially in job traininc

matters. In one State, for example, the Employment Service and

the Department of Human Services want to rationalize sub-State

district operations and have instructed their regional offices

to work closely with the SDAs. The same pattern was seen in

another. State where the Associate reported that decentralizatioi

',has been furthered because the State has insisted that local

branches of State agencies (especially the Employment Service)

work together locally. The opposite point is illustrated in

one State where SDAs were instructed to work with various State

agencies in developing programs and priorities, but no similar

instructions were given by the Governor to State agencies. Thit

slowed the implementation of the program until the State Counci:

clarified the Statels position.

Most State Councils appear to be advisory to State

employment and training agencies, and, therefore, not a
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uco-equal partner', in an operational sense. However, another

factor affecting State-SDA relations is the pattern of

collaboration or conflict between State Councils and SDAs. An

example of cooperation between the State Council and the SDAs

was reported in one State where the Council funded outside

consultants to participate directly in PIC training sessions

within the State. In another State the State Council responded

to PIC concerns about a highly centralized State plan and helped

to make fleacible local adjustments. For instance, the Council

persuaded the Governor to eliminate the requirement that health

occupations be given a high priority for training for every PIC

in the State and that representatives of the State Department of

Welfare be voting members on every PIC.

On the other hand, relations between the State Council

and the SDAs have created problems in several States. This

occurred in one State where the Council waged a battle with the

State Department of Labor and secured its own staff, using it

instead of working closely with the PICs. While a separate,

independent staff for the Council strengthens it in many

respects (as against using the JTPA agency staff), it does not

seem to help with PIC relations.

At present, there appears to be a ',settling inu of the

JTPA program. some States with centralized operations during

the early transition period are permitting more discretion on

the part of their SDAs. Other States, however, that were less



centralized at the outset have assumed more responsibility.

There was less diversity a.3ng the States in their Inc...as of

operation in summer 1984 than existed at the beginning of the

program.

One Associate reports that initially, uthe Governor's

office decided..., in the implementation process to garner as

much control of the operation of JTPA as was possible within the

legislation.0 The Employment Service had long wanted to expand

its influence in the employment and training area. The

set-asides were completely controlled by the State, under the

liunofficial doctrine that the SDAs have 78 percent of the

action, why give them any more of our program.0 Not

surprisingly, the Title III program was completely controlled by

the State. The situation worsened in the spring of 1984 when

SDA officials formed an association to lobby both the

Commissioner and the Governor for more control. Apparently,

they received some attention; the 3 percent older workers'

set-aside will be allocated to the SDAs using the Title IIA

formula instead of being handled solely by the State. Moreover,

controversial issues are now ironed out directly between the

State staff and the ODA association. This technique was used to

develop procedures governir- use of the 6 percent incentive

funds. By the summer of 1984, things were changing. The

Employment Service has sincerely tried to increase communication

and information to the SDAs. The SDAs control types of

programs, target groups, and contractor selection. NOW the
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State is more concerned with fiscal controls and performance

measures.

Another State appears to have moved in the other

direction. At the outset of the JTPA program it appeared to be

the State where the greatest ',decentralization,' of program

authority might occur. All four set-asides, for example, were

formula-funded, at least in part, to the Statels fifty SDAs. At

the same time, the State is intensely concerned with the

liability issue. Consequently, it has imposed process

authority on the SDAs, with accompanying paperwork and

procedural burdens, and has diminished what many SDAs feel is

their authority under the JTPA program. The State is also

perceived as slow in responding to SDA questions. The Associate

in this State notes that it is becoming the new Federal

regional officen in the eyes of local actors. Interestingly,

the State agrees with this assessment.

This State is seen as restrictive. In the spring of

1984, the State Department of Labor required all SDAs to

withhold 20 percent of fixed unit-priced contracts until the

employment (performance) criteria specified in the contracts had

been achieved. The State has also defined successful

performance as placement within sixty days of program

termination in a position which lasts for at least thirty days.

This has upset SDAs that are using performance-based contracting

procedures, although the State seems to think that the SDAs have



substantial latitude. The Associate suggests that: IlExcept fo3

selecting and contracting with service providers and the settinc

of overall program objectives in terms of participant numbers,

there isnot a great deal left that isnot imposed by JTPA, the

Department of Labor, the State Council, and/or the state

legislature.

State-designed and operated management information

systems (MIS) under JTPA can help or hinder State-SDA relations,

Most States have management information systems for both the

Title IIA and Title III programs. Most systems require that

participant information be recorded from time of entry to time

Of termination, and some are trying to track participants after

they leave the program.

Such systems have caused a number of problems. One is

that, while SDA participation in some States is voluntary, some

especially rural SDAs, do not appear to have the internal

capacity to fully use the State management information system.

Further, data must be entered initially by the SDA, and

sometimes even by training center staffers who vary in technic&

ability; this, in turn, may lead to problems of accuracy.

Another problem is that participant and financial data are

sometimes separately maintained. Still another problem is that

it is so expensive in some rural States to maintain the system

that only the basics are put into place -- enough to keep the

State from getting into trouble -- but not enough to develop

really detailed understanding of local programs.0 In other
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cases, not all SDAs are included in the system. To improve

their level of sophistication in information management, States

need to bring in more SDAs and find ways to enhance the

capability of the data-entry staff at the local level.

Liability is another issue that may affect State-SDA

relations. One statels method of defending itself against audit

exceptions is a case in point. The State is both the grant

recipient and administrative entity for its SDAs. It imposed a

state wide set of administrative and financial reporting

provisions to protect its interests under the program. All

service deliverers must use the State management information

system and disclose their previous audit experience at the grant

application stage. Another State dealt with the liability issue

by making regional Department of Labor representatives

responsible. They oversee all SDA grant recipient activities

and Department of Labor-supported program operations and

coordinate all other State programs in the SDAs.

The 40 percent youth expenditure requirement has caused

uliability-relatedu problems in some States, which feel they

cannot meet the requirement and, consequently, expect trouble

for themselves and their SDAs. They argue that the youth

requirement should, instead, be a youth participation rate of 40

percent. Otherwise, the SDAs may design expensive programs for

relatively few people to meet the 40 percent expenditure

provisions.



3.4 all

h 'snake,* neebsaismil mut be defined as an exchange

relationship that faeilitatee the coordination of two or more

organimtLems se that both sea reach their goals. Linkage

striatum that have been identified aad reported in other

studies ineludes

Polly/wt.:

Oemleeation of service providers:

taformationsharing:

Joint fueling:

Joint intake, assessment, and eligibility
deterniaatioal

Joint plannimg:

Joint pregiemmiag,

o &obit rimumAkeepiag:

o Joint use of staff:

o Purchase of services: and

Meferral.

B eek of theme devioes, in one form or another, was

identified in the esatext of State-SDh relations by the yield

Meeosiatee es at leas% one omission. This variety of

relationships suggea that the states and their mks are

underpin, a period of mutual adjustnent. Moreover, most states
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are experiencing both elements of collaboration and conflict

with ODAs within their jurisdictions.

The struggle to build working relations between States

and ODAs hag centered around information-sharing and

communication. In some instances, information is, in fact,

shared but not communicated, thereby creating friction between

the parties. Where communication is bad, the State and SDA

typically do not trust each other. It is precisely the notion

of ',trusts' that forms the bond of linkage and partnership.

One ODA provides a case in point. Growing mutual

suspicions' was reported to exist, especially in relations

between the public and private sectors. Moreover, the State's

amployment Service has no formal role in providing service to

this SDA, even though a required ',coordination agreement',

between the Omployment Service and the PIC calls for

cooperation, information exchange, and so forth.

In another State, distrust arose between the State and

SDAs over an ',informal verbal notification', step in the job

training planning process that one SDA director described as

inherently ',punitive." To this SDA official, the notification

requirement exemplified the Statels concern with ',establishing

the preeminence of state authority rather than assuring

well-planned SDA programs.,"
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Efforts to improve State-SDA relations have been marked

by new approaches to information-sharing and communication. In

the case of the ODA referred to above, the SDA requested that it

have a representative present during the State Councills

planning review stage. In another SDA, the new State JTPA

director, who recognized the problems in communication between

the State and SDAs under this predecessor, initiated a number of

policy groups, made up of State staff, Council members, and

SDA representatives. In other cases, SDA staff serve on State

technical advisory councils on various projects.

3.5 Conclusions

State-SDA relationships occur on many levels.

Interactions take place between State and local actors over (1)

matters of public policy; (2) questions about organizational

design and structure; (3) operational linkages among various

organizations and programs; and (4) ways of providing direct

service delivery to participants. Such a multidimensional view

of State-SDA relations reflects the realities of implementing

such a complex program in a diffuse decisionmaking environment.

State-SDA relationships are influenced not only by the actors

involved -- their respective motivations, personal charac-

teristics, capabilities, and so forth -- and the history of

the relationship, but also by the level and focus of the

interaction itself, that is, whether it concerns questions of
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public policy, organizational/interorganizational systems

development, or direct services to participants.

Achieving a true partnership between allied job

training programs is extremely difficult without the consent of

the key organizational representatives involved, yet both

executives and legislative officials are quick to mandate such

relationships. In JTPA, as in its predecessors, statements of

state policy about partnerships with local government and

between the public and private sectors are often rhetorical

pleas rather than clear guidelines for altion. Thus, for

example, we continue to see under JTPA a proliferation of

nonfinancial agreements between entities seeking to facilitate

something that is poorly defined.

The prognosis need not be dim, however. The experience

to date has demonstrated that constructive working

relationships, if not mpartnershipsom are possible between

States and SDAs. However, it is caso clear that they do not

just happen spontaneously, nor do they easily sustain themselves

without conscious and deliberate action on the part of the

actors involved. Perhaps the future of State-SDA relations

would best be served by the sharing of experiences, both

positive and negative, among the various States and their

subdivisions. Clearly, with respect to State-SDA relations,

mgood intentions are not enough.m
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4. SDA ORGANIZATION AND POLITICS

Implementing JTPA in SDAs requires the participation of

a Private Industry Council (PIC), local elected officials

(LE0s), and an administrative entity (AE). Each of these actors

performs functions mandated in the legislation, which also

specifies how the Employment Service (ES) will cooperate and

participate in JTPA at the ODA level. Additional local actors

include the actual service providers. This chapter describes

the organisation at the SDA level.

Although the act specifies certain functions for each

role, it allows enormous variation in what entities fill the

different roles. The only actor whose composition is fixed by

the law is the PIC; a majority of its members must be

private-sector representatives.

SDAs may consist of entire States, groups of counties,

a county, a city, or combinations of a city and county or

counties. The SDAs sampled in this study reflect that variety.

Depending on the SDA composition, the local elected

official or officials involved may be a Governor, a mayor, a

county executive, a board of mayors and county officials, a

board only of county officials, or, occasionally, a combination

of these with other local officials of special districts.
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The administrative entity may be a local governmental

body or one of the governments in a consortium, it may be the

PIC, or it may be neither the PIC nor a local government as

shown in Table 4-1.

Table 4L1. Organisation of SDAs
(Number of SDAs)

Type of agency
Grant

Recipient
Administrative

Entity

State Agency 5 5

Multi-county.agencies:
Multi-county development
agency, council of
governments, cooperative
education agency 5 5

County agency 7 6

City agency 8 9

PIC 7 6

Other 8a 9b

TOTAL 40 40

allOthern category includes two LEO boards, two PIC/LEO boards,
two community collegesland one six-county consortium.

NOthern category includes one LEO board, three PIC/LEO
boards, two community collegesvand one city/county Employment
and Training Office, one ChaMber of Commerce.
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4.1 piministrative Entities

The grant recipient and administrative entity are

usually, but not always, the same agency or organization, as

shown in Table 4-1. Where they differ, the grant recipient's

only real function is to pass on funds to the administrative

entity.

State Agencies

In five of the SDAs studied, State agencies were the

administrative entity. Four of these SDAs comprised a whole

State or major portion of a State, and the State Department of

Labor or Employment Service was the agency involved.

The fifth SDA in which a State agency served as

administrative entity presents an unusual case. Here, the PIC

contracted with the State Department of Human Resources (DHR) to

run the local program because the PIC believed that the State

fthad the resources and the manpower to carry out JTPAu whereas

the pIC itself, as a group of volunteers, had only a limited

amount of time and lacked the needed expertise. This PIC chose

to continue the contract with Department of Human Resources into

PY84. Near the end of the transition year, however, it hired

its own staff person to monitor the activities of Department of

Human Resources and to ensure that the SDA's interests were not

subordinated to the State's interests.
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Multi-County Agencies

Five rural, multi-county SDAs in the sample have some

kind of multi-county agency as administrative entity. These

SDAs range in size from two counties to more than fifteen

counties. The administrative body is an area planning ant'

development commission in three cases; a two-county council of

governments in one case; and in the fifth case is a cooperative

education agency that udiversifieu its activities and assumed

leadership in its ODA loin the absence of any other regionwide

organization. These administrative entities were all

established and doing business before the advent of JTPA. In

rural settings, they were tailor-made for administering JTPA.

Single-Countv_Actencies

In six sample SDAs, gencies of a single county

government are the administrative entity for JTPA. Two of these

counties contain large cities and one is a tobalance-of-countyu

type -- that is, thai portion of a metropolitan county outside

the city limits. The city government is not directly involved

in administering JTPA in these three metropolitan SDAs. The
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remaining county-based SDAs are in more rural areas; two

encompass more than one county, with one county (a former CETA

prime sponsor) taking the lead in administering JTPA.

City Agencies

An employment and training office or other city

government agency is the most common type of administrative

entity, found in nine SDAs in the sample. Generally, the

administrative entity was also a CETA prime sponsor, usually

making for a smooth transition into JTPA.

One case with some tension involved a consortium

consisting of a major city, the balance of the county in which

it lies, and a small rural county adjacent to the metropolitan

county. There was a general perception in this SDA that the

CETA program had been very badly administered. The local

elected officials In the metro county agreed to let the city

have fiscal control of JTPA, but only after they were convinced

that the mayor was deeply concerned about fiscal accountability.

The officials in both counties retained veto power over the

program, as specified in their consortium agreement. The small

county was involved in this SDA at the Governor's insistence,

apparently because it is included in the same vocational-

educational school district as the city. Neither the

small-county government nor the PIC is happy with this outcome



and there is some question whether small-county residents will

be well served by JTPR.

The PIC

In.six SDAs under study, the PIC itself served as

administrative entity. These SDAs include a major city, a

couple or rural SDAs, and a metro ubalance-of-countyn type. The

only unifying thread is the fact that the PICs chose to

administer JTPA themselves.

Other Agencies

The agencies administering JTPA in the remaining nine

SDAs studied include one local elected official board, three

PIC/LEO boards, two community colleges, one employment and

training office.of a city/county consortium, and one chaMber of

commerce. In one multi-county SDA the administrative entity was

a.community action agency that provided services in all the

counties. Some interesting political skirmishes over the

administration of the JTPA program took place within this group

of SDAs.

One SDA consists of four counties of a populous State;

none of the counties includes a major city. One county was

designatwa as grant recipient (after a dispute with another

county which also wanted to be designated), but this designation

carries no policymaking authority. The administrative entity is
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an office jointly.funded by the local elected official board and

by a PIC/LEO board. This office has only two staff members who

are responsible for several administrative and support

functions. The program is implemented by separate county

employment and training offices in each county which, in the

words of the Field Associate, useem to retain a high degree of

autonomy over program operationsol The impression one gets of

this SDA is of four roughly equal counties which coordinate the

administration of JTPA but watch each other to ensure that each

gets its fair share of the program.

One of the two SDAs administered by a community college

lies in a State in which the Governor wanted JTPA administered

by the community college system. Local elected officials in

more than one SDA in the State resisted this plan, attempting to

give administrative control of the program to local groups more

loyal to them. The Governor's plan prevailed in this SDA after

a protracted political struggle accompanied by much reporting

and editorializing in the media.

The SDA administered by a county chaMber of commerce is

unique in the sample. The selection of the chamber was a

compromise solution to a stalemate between the PIC and the local

elected official board, which had equal status in the selection

process.



4.2 Private Industry Councils

This section examines the composition and role of PICs

as a whole, particularly the relationships and politics between

PICs and local elected officials and between PICs and admini-

strative entities. Chapter 5 concentrates more on the

private-sector role, including its influence on the PIC.

PIC Composition

The JTPA legislation specifies that besides

private-sector representatives, who must constitute a majority,

the PIC must include representatives of all educational agencies

in the SDA, organized labor, rehabilitation agencies,

community-based organizations (CEOs), economic development

agencies, and the Employment Service. All of the PICs studied

met these standards, but there were differences in size, other

constituencies represented, and numbers of representatives for

the various required constituencies.

The PIC size ranged from thirteen to forty-three

members; the median was twenty-three. One-third of the PICs

fell between twenty-one and twenty-five members. In several

SDAs, local elected officials consciously tried to form a PIC of

a manageable size so they could work more effectively.



Geographical representation criteria increased the size

of some PICs. The multi-county consortia most often added this

kind of requirement. Altogether, about one-third of the

Associates mentioned this as an issue for their PIC.

One method of assuring individual county representation

was to select private-sector representatives from each county to

sit on the PIC. Among a small number of consortia in the study,

the county executive or county judge designated the

private-sector members to represent their county on the PIC. In

another SDA, by contrast, the private-sector itself dominated

the appointment process. fiThe town chamber of commerce

coordinated the preparation of a single private-sector slate

from among the nominations of all chambers of commerce,

industrial development authorities, and economic development

agencies, according to the Associate.

Almost all PICs included several education

representatives to cover the diversity of educational providers,

local public education, community colleges, vo-tech schools, and

higher education. In most SDAs, the PIC contained only one

representative each of rehabilitation agencies, economic

development agencies, and the Employment Service. ,Organized

labor was represented by two or more members, however, on nearly

40 percent of PICs; one large city PIC had four labor members.
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Community-based organization representation varies in

number and type of organizations included. Half of the P/Cs

contained two or more CHO representatives; five was the maximum.

Types of organizations occurring most frequently were:

(1) minority-based organizations which were invariably

repreiented in SDAs containing major cities; (2) community-

action agencies; (3) general-purpose social service organi-

zations such as the United Way; and (4) organizations working

with special segmentq of the target population such as youths,

senior citizens, the handicapped, migrants, displaced home-

makers, and women. Private Industry Councils in cities with

substantial Hispanic populations usually had representation from

one local organization. One PIC had an Indian tribe repre-

sented. About one-quarter of the PICs tried to assure minority

and female representation among the total PIC membership.

Others specifically included minority or female-owned

businesses.

Community action program (CAP) agencies were fre-

quently, though not always, members of PICs of county

consortia. In at least one instance, the local elected

officials from rur64 counties in a consortium Hplayed an

important role in ftring that the CAP agencies remained as

major accors ..101:37t3 tent with LEO concerns that equitable

dollars flow to tawir counties, the CAPs were seen as the one

agency with a direct service capability in these very rural

counties.
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Oae Statels MIPS legislation initially required that a

welfare ageney and a velems recipieat be members of all Pm in

the State. flat reqpirement was shalleaged and has since been

rossinded. At least ems P20 within the State then dropped these

representatives. MO ether State in the study attempted to

swami mandatory represeatation. Partisan political

eemeideratiems in appointing YU members arose in a consortium

S OS where the Sommer strongly reoommended to local elected

etfisials that they appoiat four people, including a major

O emeeratie leader is the State. The local elected officials

(*petite' the Sewertv,rfs reeemmeaded members, but these members

have aet dominated the P20 nor voted as a bloc. The Governor

may have been returniag a favor rather than manipulating the

PIC.

Public agency professionals are another important

eoastitmency of P20 members. Most PIC* contain several

experieneed prefessioaals versed not only in employment and

training programs but also in governmental bureaucratic

proposes.. Mese members rowesent education, human service,

and rehabilitation agencies, and the nmployment service. As a

body, their experienoe and knowledge often exceeded that of

privato-seotor membership at the outset of4MMCK: thus, they were

ia a positioa similar to may administrative entity staffs.



These public-sector professionals xerted a great influence on

the transition year plan in several ODAs, but private-sector

members are deferring to the professionals less frequently as

the program matures.

21c_RILle

During the first few months of JTPA implementation,

many PICs were carried along by actors who were xperienced with

employment and training, including staff, State agencies, and

public-sector representatives on PICs. The intricacies of

planning and contracting a federally funded program were

unfamiliar to many PIC members, especially the private-sector

members. Sven with this disadvantage, PICs made great strides

during the transition year. At the time of the initial SDA

observation, midway through the transition year, fewer than

one-third of PICs had moved into a primary role compared to the

local elected officials. Sy the nd of the year PIC influence

had increased substantially, as described in Chapter 5. The

primacy of the PIC in most SDAs is a major accomplishment of the

first year.

PICs asserted greater authority in planning for program

year 1984. Generally, as the PIC moved toward a more active

rolo in planning, the administrative entity staff role

decreased. Power than half of PICs exercised any authority
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during the transition year planning phase to designate target

groups. In contrast, the cooperation in one consortium between

a PIC and administrative ntities for selecting target groups

and performance standards for PY84-85 was characterized by both

groups as uone of their best interactions.0 Almost two-thirds

of the PICs were active in planning target groups for program

year 1984. In the remaining group of slightly over one-third

the PICs wore inactive in targeting decisions because the State

had defined statewide targets or because the SDA chose not to

qualify the legislative requirements.

Only a few PICs are actively interested in the type of

programming and choice of service providers though the strongest

are involved in defining program mix and in evaluating and

selecting subcontractors. These PICs usually work through

subcommittees, with the full PIC making the final decisions.

Because JTPA is oriented more than CETA toward the private

sector, on-the-job training (OJT) has special significance for

some PICs. Most SDAs offer on-the-job training, but in a few it

has dominated all other programming; 90 percent of the program

in one SDA was for on-the-job training. The motivations for a

strong on-the-job training emphasis among PIC members include

economic development, placing clients in ureal jobsu (that is,

jobs that are not like those held by public service employment

participants under CETA), overriding the CETA image, and

awarding contracts to particular firms.
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A county SDA that was passive and advisory in the

earlier phase of JTPA later took an active and primary role.

The Field Associate reported:

The PIC has taken the initiative in reviewing
program proposals. Last year, the PIC simply
acted upon the recommendations of the
administrative entity. This year, the PIC has
both rejected and shelved proposals.

The PIC also was active in establishing new
programs and in making the ODA more active
in economic development efforts.

One Associate's report illustrates how a strong, secure

PIC built public support for the JTPA program in a politically

astute way. After the proposals were submitted in response to

an RPP and the PIC staff had reviewed them, the PIC committee

'quad public hearings, in the course of which it added five

subcontractors to those suggested by staff This extensive

public hearing process [is credited] with building consensus

regarding which programs to fund.... The PIC Chairman [is

credited] with ffectively involving different groups. This

SDA has long experience with employment and training and is

among the most sophisticated'in the study.

4.3 PIC-Administrative Entity Relations

Not all PICs separate policymaking and implementation

roles. At one extreme the administrative entity may be too

involved in policymakings at the other extreme the PIC may be
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too involved in administration. An effective program depends on

clearly defined roles for the PIC and administrative entity,

within which each actor is satisfied with its authority. In

most SDAs, by the end of the transition year, the PICs and

administrative entities had established cooperative working

relationships, with the PICs dealing with policy rather than

day-to-day administration and the administrative entities

administering the program and leaving policy setting to the Pic.

This division of responsibility in some SDAs evolved

from the experience of the first year. In one SDA the Associate

reported, uthe PIC held a retreat and thrashed out the

distinction between a policy orientation and administrative

function. They are now clearly focused on a policy formation

role, leaving the administrative level to the administrative

entity as a staff functionol Subsequently, the relationship

between the PIC and the administrative entity improved

substantially.

At the beginning of JTPA, most administrative entities

had an advantage over the PICs because their staffs had been

involved in other employment and training programs. Most

administrative entities did not misuse this advantage, but in

nearly one-quarter of the SDAs the difference in experience is a

continuing problem. In at least three SDAs the staff of the

administrative entity actually set policy.
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The Associate in a consortium ODA reported that current

relationships between the PIC and the administrative entity are

less than satisfactory, but expressed tentative optimism for the

future. The lengthy quote also illustrates other problems

mentioned elsewhere in this chapter.

Prom the perspective of the administrative entity,
the PIC is pushing JTPA programs into inappropriate
directions and interfering unnecessarily in the
day-to-day operations of programs. The administrative
entity believes they are doing a very good job,
particularly with OJT, and have the performance data
to prove it People in the administrative entity
have expressed a concern that some of the more
active PIC members have made the goal of economic
development primary to training disadvantaged workers.

Prom the PICIs perspective, the administrative
entity has been less than cooperative, has frustrated
the policymaking role of the PIC, and has a limited
and archaic view of what kinds of programs should be
undertaken under JTPA. PIC members do not think the
administrative entity has given the PIC adequate
staff support, and has tried to push its own
programs and not allowed the PIC to develop enough new
kinds of programs.

There are elements of truth in both sides' positions.
The PIC does seem to be somewhat hostile (or at least
impolite) to the administrative entity. The PIC seems
not to appreciate the excellent OJT results the
administrative entity has achieved. On the other hand,
the administrative entity seems to resist giving the
PIC the kind of thorough policymaking, monitoring and
evaluation role the PIC wants. The source of the bad
relations between the PIC and the administrative entity
stems from the personalities involved. As they change,
and as time passes, I doubt the current level of
hostility will be sustained. Indeed, there are some
indications that it is already subsiding.

In a few SDAs the PIC has deferred to a strong

administrative entity. One Associate from a large city reports

that uthe PIC is a voluntasr group with a community service



attitude As long as the reports from the administrative

entity indicate that good work is being done to help needy

people and the ODA is behaving in a fiscally sound manner, the

PIC remains passive and happy.0

Administrative entities are helping PICs increase their

role in several 040. In one SDA this observation was made:

HistorioaIly, the PIC has deferred to most staff
recommendations. As the program has matured,
the administrativa entity staff has tried to
increase pxC involvement in program design,
implementation and evaluation.... The staff is
conscious of the uncomfortable feeling that many
private-sector representatives had when they
approved policies and procedures which they
didn't know enough about to question There
is some discussion about creating a staff
position that would serve as the official
liaison between the PIC and administrative entity
staff.

In SDAs Where the PIC and administrative entity had

reached a satisfactory accommodation by the end of the

transition year, Pms are making policy decisions on program

design and subcontractor selection, and sometimes also

participating in Monitoring and evaluating programs. Only five

PICs were involved in monitoring and evaluation during the

transition year, but an additional five are assuming some

responsibility for these functions in PY84. When the PIC is

involved, a subcomftittee of the PIC usually participates in

visiting subcontractors to observe and monitor their operations.

staff members of the administrative entity conduct compliance

reviews as well.
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An exemplary approach to cooperative planning by PIC,

local elected officials, and the administrative entity is

reported by the Associate in a multi-county consortium:

In setting the PY84 plan, the staff first met
with the PIC to obtain their general preference
with regard to policy options. A draft of the
plan was then written by the PICes staff, and that
draft was submitted to all PIC members and all local
elected officials who were members. Two committees
of the PIC, the Program Development Committee and
the Executive committee met to provide specific
input on the plan. Changes they suggested were
mad and some of the changes were substantive as
opposed to stylistic. The local elected officials,
in contrast, did not have any substantive
recommendations with regard to the plan. Following
a revised draft the plan was submitted to the PIC
and local elected officials at a joint meeting.

This was a significant change from the transition year when the

PIC deferred to staff in setting the plan.

PIC-Staff Relationsh vs

The PIC directly controlled the staff in nearly half of

the SDAs, either bevause th PIC (or the PIC in combination with

local government) served as the administrative entity or because

the PIC had its own staff separate from the administrative

entity. In six SDAs, the PIC is the administrative entity

outright; in four SDAs, a consortium of the PIC and local

governments serves as the administrative entity; and in six

others, the PIC has retained its own staff.
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The relationship between the PIC and the PIC staff was

almost always reported as cooperative in SDAs in which the PIC

was also the administrative entity. The PI6 clearly led in

setting policy in all but one of these SDAs. The exception was

an SDA in which upolicy is developed by the PIC staff, with

input and review provided by a PIC subcommittee. Also, the

PICs were primary or had an equal role with local elected

officials in these sDAs.

Less harmonious relations between PICs and PIC staffs

are often found where the PIC is not the administrative entity

an t! has its own staff. In a county-city consortium that uses a

State department as administrative entity, the Associate

reported:

Both the PIC and the local elected officials
(LE0s) defer to the staffls expertise with
regard to JTPA but there is also some concern
that the staff does not owe its primary loyalty
to the PIC or local elected officials. This has led to
sufficient concern so that the PIC has hired its own
PIC manager. There are no outstanding instances
where the State staff deceived or misled the PIC
or local elected officials; rather, there is general
concern that since the staff works for the State they
will also operate in the interest of the State
rather than the PIC/LEO. This is a major issue in
the SDA, and the PIC manager was hired over the
objection of the State.

Potential misuse of authority by professional staffs

well-versed in employment and training presented a problem in

two other SDAs. The administrative entity staffs were employees

of a city and a county that had been CETA prime sponsors.



Consequently, the staff members had definite ideas for JTPA

policy, which did not necessarily agree with those of the PIC.

The PICs hired their own staffs to advise and guide them and to

watch over the staffs.

One SDA has two staffs, one operated by the

administrative entity and the other by the PIC, to serve two

different program elements. The PIC does not influence the

administrative entity's program, but is principally concerned

with its own program.

There were no political motivations in two other SDAs

in which the PICs have their own staffs. In one the

relationship between the PIC and administrative entity, which

began in mutual suspicion, ended Oh a high note with the PIC

lobbying successfully for raises for the administrative entity

staff.

In two SDAs where both the PIC and the administrative

entity have staffs, administrative costs have been an issue. In

one the State had set a 10 percent maximum for SDA

administrative costs; the SDA, with both an administrative

entity and PIC staff, sought and was granted an exemption from

this, enabling the PIC to hire its own staff.

Other problems that can arise from dual staffs are

duplication of function and an unclear division of labor. These



problems have not been solved. The PICs used their own staffs

for policy advice and guidance, to valuate the recommendations

of the administrative entity staff, to monitor the

administrative implementation, and, in one case, to implement

the PIC-subcontracted portion of the program. Since the PIC

staffs are relatively new, their formal role is still being

defined, but they all give tha PIC independence from the

administrative entity. Several T'IC staffs were established

during the transition year as a defense against too much

interfernce in policy matters from the administrative entity

staff. In a few SDAs there are indications that PICs will be

adding staff, perhaps only a single person.

Local Elected Officials

Local elected officials originally participated in

implementing JTPA by appointing the PIC members, as the act

requires. Since then, these officials' activities have varied

from little input to a primary rble. In nine SDAs, local

elected officials are primary to the PIC and in seven their role

is equal with that of the PIC.

In about one-quarter of the SDAs, the local elected

officials participate on the PIC in one of several ways. In

four of the forty SDAs studied, local elected officials are

participating members of the PIC, and in two others the local



government has designated representatives on the PIC. An

equally effective or greater role, however, is through

committees. In two SDAs the local elected officials have

established from among their members a permanent JTPA oversight

committee, which makes an annual uevaluation review.. of the Pic

program and budget. In another, local elected officials share

membership with PIC members on the planning and oversight

committees. The uPIC played the primary role in the development

of the plan.... There was, however, effective representation

and input to the process from the local elected officials... A

few other ODAs hold regular meetings between the PIC and local

elected officials.

The identity of the chief elected official is a

relevant consideration in the role of local government. Twelve

of the forty SDAs have a single unit of local government forming

an SDA/ the chief official is either a mayor, a county

executive, or a judge. In the five States where the entire

State or a large portion of it is designated as an ADA, the

Governor either occupies this role as a matter of right or did

not involve local officials, thus ensuring his/her primary

role. One State in the latter category is now involved in

litigation.

In the rest of the sDAs, in which the number of local

officials ranged from two to eighty-six, local officials

themselves had to establish a modus operandi before any JTPA

implementation could proceed. Some sDAs consisted of



jurisdictions whose officials were already accustomed to working

together on programs such as economic development, CETA, or the

local council of governments. Elsewhere a new relationship had

to be forged by officials unaccustomed to working together. In

one consortium, the intense political rivalries between a city

and suburban counties affected the selection of both the

administrative entity and the program director. The two local

elected officials from the Democratic city wanted JTPA placed in

the city, as CETA had been. However, supported by the county and

Republican suburban officials, the PIC incorporated, became the

administrative entity, and remains primary over the board of

elected officials.

In SDAs that are multi-county consortia, local

officials have sometimes gained primary influence because of

complex arrangements to distribute authority or funds or both

among counties. One arrangement was described earlier in the

discussion of organization. Several agreements between local

officials maintained a strong role for them at the expense of

the PIC, although the original motivation was to balance various

local governments' interests rather than to avoid PIC influence.

In the SDA with eighty-six local governments, the local

officials formed an executive committee to make sure uthey

receive their share of the moneyol Their aggressive committee

is more active than the PIC. Staff efforts to mediate their



activism by placing two elected officials on each PIC committee

resulted in giving them uunusual input into the PIC decision

process, according to the Associate.

Another SDA, with forty-eight local governments, uses

an executive committee, which is the same body as the executive

committee of the area's council of governments. This committee

meets more often than the PIC, and part of each meeting is

devoted to JTPA. The major concern is the division of JTPA

funds among the counties, not SDA policy or administrative

matters. The primacy of the elected officials is easy to

maintain since the JTPA director and staff are also the staff

for the council of governments.

The preceding two examples are among nine SDAs in which

the local officials have more influence than the PIC. In three

of these, however, the administrative entity has even more

influence than the local officials. Six of these SDAs are

consortia. Among the others -- one State, one county, and one

city -- both city and county local elected officials have

aggressively subordinated the PIC. The PICs in both tried to be

more assertive in the PY84 program planning but were rebuffed by

the local officials. In the county SDA, the PIC is seen as a

fooreation of the county executive. Members were chosen to do a

job but also not to cause the county executive any political

problems.0 In planning for PY84, the executive prevailed

boldly: ',The county executive wanted a program to serve county
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jail inmates es work relief, at a total cost of $370,000. The

PIO balkeile as& said so. Then tbuy set up a committee to study

the issue and reeemmesded a $170,000 program. Th county

emeoutive said ae. There is $370,000 jail program in this

year's plan.N

Brea, gro-gs of loaal lected officials, sinilar to

strong PICso wield authority through close tis to the

admisistrative estity staff. Often this rlationship stems from

past experieneee as in this ooasortiun =As The JTPA staff

digester has a long, established relationship with most of the

oonsty officials is the IDA. I. stated that when major issues

arise or significant prablems occur, it is often best to discuss

then emotrese with elected officials.... It is quite apparent

that the loyal elected officials have more input into JTPA than

the PIC.00

Ives where loyal officials do not play a primary role,

affisity eas exist betwees them and the staff. In a county 8DA

where the PIC and local officials play equal roles, for exaaple,

the officials "rely exclusively on the administrative entity to

pursue their isterests and.... active participation by officials

is.... misimal. Mower, should the interests of the officials

be oompromisede they will certainly take positive action.

Sigsifioantly, this is an instance where the adninistrative

entity is linked organisationally to the county board of

oommissioners. In other simgle-unit-government ems described
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lsewhere, an intrinsic link between the administrative entity

and local officials binds the latterls interest to staff

interest.

The program (as opposed to process) issues most

concerning local officials are related to allocating JTPA

program funds, targeting welfare recipients, selecting

subcontractors, and liability. Concern with udividing the

moneys' has been mentioned. MUlti-county consortia accustomed to

proportionally dividing CETA funds by county expected to do so

under JTPA. Some local officials were disappointed and lost

interest in JTPA. Some county elected officials are also

concerned that categories of welfare recipients who are

dependent on the county (those receiving general assistance, and

home relief in some States) be included in JTPA targeting. The

counties are in a financial bind and see JTPA as an appropriate

vehicle for alleviating the distress of their welfare recipients

and their own budgets. As noted earlier, some local officials

protected the continued role of community-based organisations in

part because they could reach these individuals.

Designating subcontractors generally appears not to be

a politically charged issue. An exception was in a large city,

where the city council was besieged by special interests

lobbying for inclusion in JTPA regardless of the process used to

evaluate and recommend service providers. The liability concern

is a factor pulling SDAs away from writing contracts because of



political pressure. Several SDAs with strong local officials

are being very strict on contracting. ',Misuse of money is the

key concern of local elected officials and will continue to be

the fear which drives their involvement and control of the

programa' reported one Associate. 'The following quote relates

.the contracting and liability concerns; in this city, the PIC

had been thwarted in attempts to become primary:

The chief elected.officials contended that they
and the city were ultimately liable and therefore
would have to have final program responsibility.
To bolster their position, city officials cited a
recent State opinion to the effect that an
administrative entity had to have a $300,000
indemnity bond filed. City officials made it
clear that they will not supply that amount for
the PIC and PIC members indicated that they would
have trouble raising it from other sources.

4.4 Role of Subcontractors

In assessing the roles played by subcontractors in

implementing JTPA nationwide, several factors were considered.

These include prior experience under CETA, current role compared

to past role, the effect of JTPA liability rules, and

perfomance-based contracting.

Prior CETA Experience of JTPA Subcontractors

The study of twenty-two sDAs performed in winter 1984

illustrates the extent of CETA experience among JTPA
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subcontractors. In eighteen SDAs, the list of subcontractors

was either identical to or a subset of the list of

subcontractors for the final year of CETA. Of the four

remaining SDAs, one has no subcontractors (performing all jobs

training in-house), and the other three have at least one or two

subcontractors with prior CETA experience. Data from the summer

1984 observation of forty SDAs are not as clear-cut, but a

similar pattern seems to exist. Clearly, carryover of

subcontractors from CETA to JTPA was the norm rather than the

exception among the SDAs studied.

It is not true, however, that subcontractors active

during the final year of CETA were assured of a role in JTPA.

Old subcontractors were dropped in some SDAs if they had a poor

placement record, did not agree to performance-based contracts,

had high costs per service unit, or served few participants.

Finally, many JTPA subcontracts are for less money than under

CETA.

C80 Participation in JTPA Subcontracts

Analysis of the earlier reports indicates that a

substantial number of SDAs have written no (or very few)

contracts with community-based organizations, but that is not

necessarily attributable to the advent of JTPA.
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Ten of the twenty-two SDAs observed in winter 1984

indicated no reduced community-based organization participation

in the transition from CETA to JTPA, while six did report a

reduction. The remaining six SDAs reported that community-based

organizations had a negligible role or no role in JTPA -- but

four of the six indicated that community-based organizations had

played no role in their areas under CETA.

A Field Associate in a large city in which over a dozen

community-based organizations had operated with CETA funding

during 1983 reported the following:

There are several reasons why community-based
organizations are not involved under
JTPA in this jurisdiction. First, the
criteria set by the PIC for selecting subcontractors
eliminated most community-based organizations.
Specifically, those criteria requiring
that no subcontractor could be 100 percent
JTPA supported and that each subcontractor must be a
direct service provider eliminated most of the old
CETA-CB0s. In addition, the 15 percent administrative
cost limit was not met by several community-
based organization applicants.

Second, the view of the PIC and its staff was that
these organizations did not have a track
record which indicated that they could manage Federal
funds. Private-sector council members, although
unfamiliar with community-based organizations in
general, viewed them primarily as lobbying groups
furthering their own interest (this view was
supported by the efforts of at least two old
organizations to bring pressure on the PIC
to fund them). Because of this, no effort was
made to include them in JTPA. In fact, one staff
member said that nJTPA killed community-based
organizations on purpose, in Washington and hereol

This position that nJTPA killed CHOW' is obviously

overstated, since these organizations participate in about
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half of the SDAs observed. However, there is reduced

participation by them. Reasons for this include the absence of

public service employment and reduced emphasis on work

experience; the greater financial control of JTPA relative to

CETA; and the focus on private-sector, profitmaking firms, as

opposed to the nonprofit sector. Some community-based

organisations seem reluctant even to write proposals because of

the private-sector thrust, or, in one case, because of the short

time allowed to respond to the request for proposals.

The Liability Issue

Associates in the SDAs agree that the liability issue

-- i.e., the willingness of a subcontractor to accept liability

for possible disallowed costs -- had not greatly influenced the

selection of one prospective subcontractor over another. The

following is a typical comment, from a multi-county consortium:

The administrative agency has the financial
liability imposed by the program. it is a matter
of concern to the agency but does not appear to
have had an impact on the selection of contractors
or a direct impact on the choice of participants.
There is substantial concern with verification.

An exception to this rule, however, is shown in another

consortium ODA:

in this SDA, the liability issue has affected
selection of contractors and participants, and more
attention is being given to eligibility verification.
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Selection and eligibility certification is now
contracted out to the Urban League, which accepts
all liability. The contractors also now must
demonstrate they have independent financial means,
since the mayor's office of Training and Employment
will not accept any audit debts.

In most sample SDAs, the liability issue is not seen as

contributing to revised or stringent procedures for screening

applicants or verifying participant eligibility. One reason is

that many SDAs feel confident that contractors who established

good track records under CETA are not likely to have liability

problems under JTPA. Several SDAs also relied on the 10 percent

',window', for service to the nondisadvantaged as a ubuffern to

absorb disallowed costs associated with serving clients found

ineligible.

While these attitudes prevailed in most SDAs, there

were more exceptions than with subcontractor selection, with

several SDAs increasingly concerned about screening and

verification.

Performance-Based Contracting

Performance-based contracting, in which payment is tied

to program outcomes, is being used in PY84 in just over 60



percent of the SDAs studied. Several Field Associates observed

that performance-based contracting is uattractive to

private-sector members of the PICO. One Associate noted the

following:

This [reliance on performance-based contracting]
is because the PIC mandated it; otherwise
there would never have been performance-based
contracting. The PIC wanted to distinguish their
involvement with contractors, all of whom were
'also CETA subcontractors, from the relationship
which existed under CETA. The idea was to dispel
any notion that the transition from CETA to JTPA
would be ubusiness as usual.H Also, the'private-
sector representatives believe and know that such
contracts are good business procedures.

Another reason several SDAs like to use performance-

based contracts is that these let the SDA transfer some

administrative costs of the program to the oftraining costft

category. This helps the SDA comply with the actls limits on

overall administrative costs discussed in the next section of

this chapter.

Several problems related to performance-based contracts

were reported, however. A fairly common problem is the need for

foup-front payments to a subcontractor who lacks the financial

capacity to carry a program until the requisite tasks (or

Hunits) have been completed and payments for them have been

made. Some SDAs have budgeted funds to ease this problem.
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In one large city, the PIC intervened to save the

financial health of subcontractors struggling to adapt to

performance-based contracts:

Cognisant that most service providers lost money
in the transition year, the PIC staff worked
mare closely with them in negotiating their
PY84 contracts. They had the service providers
scrutinise closely their actual costs to reflect
them more accurately in their bids. Consequently,
most PY84 contracts will pay more money for the same
programs, but most milestone rates will be the same.
The PIC was genuinely concerned that contractors
not °go under° because of the requirements of
performance-based contracting.

While losing payments because of failure to perform is

a real danger for the subcontractor, a °profit° factor built

into such contracts is at least theoretically possible. In one

instance, a subcontractor asked to enter into performance

contracts for this reason, but was refused.

Not all SDAs embrace performance-based contracting; in

fact, 40 percent do not use it. One reason for not doing so is

indicated in the following Associate report:

The SDA staff is philosophically opposed to
performance-based contracting on the ground
that it can easily be manipulated. It is
viewed as creating the wrong incentives for
program operators to enroll or provide services
for additional clients that may not be appropriate.

At least two other factors were mentioned. One was

that °performance-based subcontractors have a tendency to cover

up problems, particularly attendance problems.° Also,
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performance-based contracting may be less workable in diverse,

rural SDAs.

Administrative and Support Limits

Half of the SDAs studied reported that no problems were

caused by JTPA's 15 percent cap on administrative costs or by

the overall 30 percent limit on administrmtive costs plus

support-payment costs. Eleven SDAs reported that the 15 percent

administrative limit has caused problems; six SDAs indicated

that the 30 percent limit has caused problems; and three SDAs

reported problems with both limits.

Among SDAs indicating no problems with the 15 percent

limit, the most common strategy was to use performance-based

contracting to charge subcontractors' administrative costs as

utrainingol SDAs avoided trouble on the 30 percent overall

limit by paying few or no stipends (only a handful of SDAs paid

stipends at all), by making few if any need-based payments, or

(in one or two SDAs) by concentrating heavily on on-the-job

training and work experience programs as a means to limit

support payments. Only two SDAs applied for a waiver of either

limit.

The 15 percent limit does appear to cause a problem in

small SDAs with small Title IIA allocations. One SDA indicated

that its boundaries might have to be enlarged (or it might have
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to be merged with another SDA) because of the severity of this

problem.

The practice of allowing subcontractors, administrative

costs to be charged to ',training,' may prevent abuses of JTPA

funds at the administrative level, but it may obscure the real

administrative costs of the projects. One Associate commented,

It will be up to Congress to make a decision on the definition

of administrative costs in the future. As it stands right now,

there is no way that anybody can identify how much of the JTPA

funds are going toward administration.0

More than one report indicated that the 15 percent and

30 percent limits ',support the bias', of a conservative PIC

oriented to the private sector. The following report is an

example:

Given a predisposition among both staff and
the PIC toward a service mix emphasising on-the-
job training and work experience, the lack of
supportive services isn't causing much of a concern.
In the absence of the 15 percent supportive
services limitation, they would certainly have
more than 2.5 percent for child care, but probably
not much more. There is presently no active
lobbyist on the PIC for displaced homemakers, and
quite frankly, both staff and the PIC seem relatively
unsympathetic to the plight of the female head of
household. In a very real sense, I think the 15
percent limit on supportive services gives the
staff and PIC a convenient excuse to exercise
its bias in favor of training and away from child
care and other supportive services.
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This example shows the tradeoff between administrative

emphasis and services, and how these limits may affect who is

served by the program.

4.5 Service Delivery Area/Employment Service Relations

JTPA has brought new directions in employment and

training, and it is not surprising that Employment Service

agencies should be ambivalent to new SDAs created by JTPA.

To broadly assess that reception, the Field Associate

reports were analyzed to determine the overall quality of the

first-year relationships between each SDA and the Employment

Service agencies involved in the same service area. Overall, it

appears that Employment Service agencies have given SDAs a mixed

reception. Specifically:

o In sixteen of the forty SDAs, the
relationship between the SDA and the
Employment Service was upositive.0
There was evidence of coordinated
activities, cooperative planning, or useful
service provided to the SDA by the
Employment Service under contract in an
atmosphere free of excessive acrimony.

o In fourteen SDAs the relationship was
unegative.n Interaction between the SDA and
Employment Service was held at an absolute
minimum by one or both sides, or there was
evidence of open conflict between the SDA and
Employment Service.



o In SDAs where both positive and negative
elements were reported by the Associate, t141
relationship was characterised as umixed.
Ten SDAs were of this type.

A second factor analysed was the degree of PIC

involvement in reviewing and approving each local Employment

Service plan. Here, the results were not ',mixed', at all -- the

PIC was judged to have minimal input into the Employment Service

plan in thirty-three of the forty SDAs observed. Only two SDAs

showed evidence of extensive PIC input into the Employment

Service plan. The PIC was judged to have significant input into

the Employment Service plan in the remaining SDAs.

The two SDAs in which the PIC was judged uextensivelyu

involved in the Employment Service plan were at opposite ends of

the spectrum of ODA/Employment Service relations. In one case,

a single-SDA State, the Associate reported, The Governor merged

the Employment Service with the JTPA agency, and the Employment

Service has been virtually swallowed whole and is now well under

the wing of PIC, especially the private-sector and the JTPA

actorsol The other case provides a genuine horror story. The

Associate reported:

When the Employment Service ran out of money for
intake on May 7, they provided three hours' notice
of the termination of their services for the rest of
the year. Also, the Employment Service submitted a
very perfunctory Wagner-Peyser plan. The PIC was
uoutraged by these actions. The draft of the
Employment Service's plan was returned for revision



with an expression of strong reservations
concerniLlo expectations for the next year.
The local Employment Service did not complete
the revision, with the result that the plan
was rejected. At this point, the State-level
Employment Service entered the picture and rewrote
the plan as had been suggested by the PIC.

For next year, the PIC has decided ngt to contract
with the Employment Service for intake and
verification. Instead, the administrative entity
will conduct the intake and verification itself, with
the PIC taking out insurance, if possible, to
cover the liability issue.

Finally, the sources of funding for services provided

to the SDAs by the Employment Service offices in their

respective areas were tabulated. In several instances, no

services at all -- or minimal services, such as referral of

Employment Service applicants to JTPA programs -- were

performed. However, in several sample SDAs the Employment

Service provided substantial services to JTPA programs.

The uhealthu of the SDA/Employment Service relationship

is indicated by the existence of an SDA contract with Employment

Service for services funded out of JTPA 78 percent Title IIA

funds. If a PIC was willing to fund such a contract it can be

assumed that the Employment Service was seen as a useful service

provider in that SDA. Thus far, about half of the SDAs studied

have funded some Employment Service programs out of Title IIA 78

percent funds.



The raage of SDA/Amployment Service relationships at

this stage in the life of JTIPA is definitely mixed.0 More than

one Associate reported that the PIO in a given SDA isn't

interested in a relatioaship with the Amployment Servioe. one

Asseeiate reported, Ione PIO signed off on the Anployaent

Meryl's plaa as a perfumotory matter. nobody in the PIO, the

legal oleeted officials, the SDA administration, or th board of

eesaty eommissioaers really cares what th Amployment service

deee or deems! do."

Many Associates reported that th local Employaent

S ervioe gave the PIC little tine to seriously consider their

written plasm. A related prOblem, reported from sevral IDAs,

*marred la States in which the Amployment Service plan is sent

to regioaal Mmployment Servioe offices by the State 'aplomb:It

ferries, a prooedure that makes joint planning by the local

Smpleyment Sorrier. aad the IDA almost impossible. Finally, a

few res just haven't wanted to be bothered with the Employaent

amides plan, as this Associate indicatess

The PIC and the local elected official lad approve the
Job Novice Plan for 1104 but this was purely a
formality. No obaages were made by the PIC in the

Nall:plan sad nose were made b2 tb looal elected
t. The PIC, in particular, is not inclined to

get deeply involved in the Job Service. The attitude
is eme of wthey are the experts la that area and w
will defer to them." Private-sectzr members in
particular do mot have the inclination to spend tine
beoomiag sufficiently knowledgeable about Job service
to be able to provide meaningful advice.
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4.6 imam

Over half of the SDAs studied, where PICs have moved

into the primary role, have achieved the objective of Congress

that the private sector should be a major partner in employment

and training programming. Local officials, despite a reduced

role and interest since CETA, are potent, and indeed the major

force in a significant minority of the SDAs. Political ',turf

protectionu has figured in this.

The professionally seasoned expert is another strong

force, whether on the PIC or administrative entity staff; in the

transition year these experts were often primary at first, and

some still are. Their expertise is increasingly used for

implementation rather than policy setting as the PICs more

forcefully assert their primacy in policymaking.

Theis is evidence that community-based organizations do

not retain the position they achieved under CETA, though in some

places -- cities, in particular -- the ',minority and ethnic,'

organizations still have a voice.

Finally, the Employment Service, the actor whose role

Congress wanted most to alter, has yet to be melded into the

JTPA process fruitfully and harmoniously.



5. PRIVATE-SECTOR INVOLVEMENT IN JTPA

One of the primary changes JTPA has made in Federal

employment and training policy is the increased role of the

private sector. Congress intended that the private sector

should be (at least) full partners with local elected officials

in planning and shaping the program in the Service Delivery

Areas (SDAs). This is manifest in the responsibilities vested

in the Private Industry Councils (PICs) as well as the

requirement that the PIC be composed of a majority of

private-sector representatives. At the State level, one-third

of the seats on the Job Training Coordinating Councils are

reserved for representatives from the private sector.

5.1 Exvectations for Private-Sector Involvement

An increased private-sector role can be expected to

change local employment and training programs for many reasons.

First, there is a widespread feeling that since the private

sector is the source of most new job opportunities, it can also

provide the best guidance in designing skill-training programs.

Because business owners and managers know where future jobs will

be, they can help programs match labor market needs.

Second, close connections between private employers and

local training programs can be expected to improve the programls



chances of placing people in private-sector jobs. The

involvement of local business executives should help build both

their awareness of and their commitment to these programs and

their enrollees. Recruiting employers for on-the-job training

(OJT) slots, for example, should be easier if some employers

already participate in the program.

Third, private-sector people are commonly seen as more

ubottom-line oriented. While employment and training programs

are seldom operated by profit-making institutions, the increased

private-sector influence could be expressed in greater emphasis

on measured results and efficiency as opposed to equity goals.

Fourth, private-sector actors often are expected to be

less concerned with the political ramifications of parti^ular

decisions. This is not to assert that all local elected

officials sought to use CETA resources for political benefit.

However, it is true that some decisions are easier if one does

not have to worry about which local pressure group might dislike

the outflome.

Finally, some feel that increased private-sector

participation will help avoid fraud and abuse in the programs,

because no single set of actors completely controls the program

and because private-sector people are perceived as willing to

Islet the chips fall where they may.0



Along witl'*, these expectations of the effects of an

increased private-sector role, there are reasons to expect some

resistance to it. Local elected officials were clearly in the

driver's seat under CETA and undoubtedly many would seek to

continue that role under JTPA. This is true even though JTPA

prohibits public service employment components, which under CETA

were greatly valued by fiscally hard-pressed local governments.

JTPA provides enough benefits to many local elected officials

that they still have an interest in retaining as much control as

possible. Finally, just because the private sector is a partner

under JTPA does not imply that it will be the senior partner.

Some resistance to a major change in direction can also

be expected from local service providers that had participated

in CETA, many of whom had a vested interest in local training

programs. Community-based organizations were one of the first

groups to question the advisability of a major role for the

private sector in employment and training programs. Perhaps

this reflects historical concerns about discriminatory practices

in the private sector, but it also reflects a real disagree-

ment over approaches to targeting resources and selecting

participants.

Within this political setting, a number of parties were

interested in the role the private sector would play in JTPA



during the transition year. This chapter seeks to answer the

following questions: To what extent have the States and SDAs

implemented the wish of the Congress for private-sector

involvement in JTPA? What is the role of the private sector in

specific programs? Is there a common model of private-sector

participation? Now much local variety is there? Who plays the

dominant role in shaping local JTPA programs in the SDAs? What

is the trend in private-sector participation through the first

nine months of program implementation and experience?

5.2 Private-Sector Participation at the State Level

As indicated earlier, one-third of the members of each

State Job Training Coordinating Council (SJTCC) must be from the

private sector. The act also mandates that 20 percent of the

members be from the general public, 20 percent from local

governments, and 20 percent from State legislatures and State

agencies. The chair of the State Council must be a nongovern-

mental representative. The State Council role in the twenty

sample States is described in Chapter 4; this section focuses on

the extent to which the private-sector members play a

significant role in the actual operation of the Council.

The report on the winter 1984 observation of this study

indicated that State Council roles varied considerably among the



sample States. They fell into four broad categories:

(1) active and influential, (2) active but still learning the

process, (3) dominated by the public-sector representatives or

staff, and (4) purely advisory to the Governor. For the summer

1984 observation, the Associates were asked to describe the

role of the Council in relation to that of the Governor and

other State-level actors. The focus was on the development of

the State services plan for program year 1984 (July 1984 through

June 1985).

The State Council was the primary influence on planning

in four of the twenty sample States. In seven States, Councils

had influence that was roughly equal to that of the Governors.

In the other nine States, Associates reported that the C

was purely advisory to the Governor.

The private sector has played an important role on th-

Council in States where the Governor wishes the JTPA program %;(2

be significantly different from CETA. According to an . ociate

in a State with a strong Council and strong private-sector

representation:

The role of the State Council has been more than purely
an advisory one in this State. The earlier report
indicated a strong Council and one that not only
advised the Wme-mor on JTPA matters, but also one that
was deeply ! vfived in detailed fund allocation
procedures &1 programmatic matters There is a
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strong emphasis now on the Council acting as a policy
and advisory body to the Governor, and as the uprimaryn
approval agency for the State service plans. In
ssence, the Council has emerged (in my opinit,u) to a
position of primacy in policy matters.

Another example occurs in a State where the Issuos were

slow to emerge but where the Council finally assumed a major

role:

There is no longer any question that at this time, the
role of the Council is primary. Initially, the
Department of Labor did not (bother to) attend Council
meetings, though the Labor Commissioner sits on it.
Requests from the Council to the Department of Labor
-- both as its staff and as the JTPA administrator --
for information were handled poorly or not at all.
This led to the greater involvement by tha Govetnorls
staff and the decision to clearly identify the Council
as the policy formulator, with administration left to a
stripped-down Department of Labor. The causes of these
conflicts are several. First, the Department of Labor
uas still trying to be what it was under CETA. A lack
of early signals by the Governor helped explain some of
this. Second, the Department of Labor seamed
determined to lose as little staff as possible under
JTPA.

Private-Sector Participation on the Council

Overall, the private sector is strzing or dominant on

Councils in eight States. In six States the private sector has

a moderate role and in six it has only a weak role. Of the nine

statea where the Council was purely advisory to the Governor,

none had strong private-sector participation. On the other

hand, among the remaining eleven States, eight had strong or

even dominant private-sector membership. Thus if the Governor

wanted a different program from CETA, private-sector influence



seems to have been one way to accomplish that goal. In a State

where the Council has not played a very effective role and

private-sector participation has been weak, the Associate

reported:

Among the membership, elected officials rarely
show up at meetings; legislators never. Private
sector participation is limited to a few committed
activists, and State agency heads almost always
send representatives -- usually program people who
are active in JTPA administration themselves. The
two SDA directors on the Council are always there,
and take a prominent part in meetings. So do staff
from the Department of Community Affairs, who attend
committee and Council meetings in force. Thus, the
Council is not a particularly independent force in
JTPA policy and administration.

Among the States in which the State Council plays a

role equal to that of the Governor, private-sector influence

varies greatly. In one such State, the Associate reported:

council:

An explicit decision has been made to follow the
recommendations of the State Council, and none of its
recommendations has yet been rejected. Still, the
State Council has not exercised its authority in any
wholesale manner. It has, for the most part, deferred
to the State staff in the development of the plan for
program year 1984.

Another Associate reports a growing role for the

The rola of the Council during the early days of the
transition year was primarily reactive. It
tended to adopt the State administrative staff's
recommendations with minor revisions. Toward the
end of the transition year, there was evidence the
Council had begun to occupy more of an equal position.
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As one top-level adminstrator put it,
"The staff hap to earn it (passage of its
recommendations) every step of the way now."

These same two States, which are alike in the Councills

role, differ in the degree of private-sector involvement. The

first State had weak private-sector participation:

Public-sector members of the Council have greater
interest in JTPA, and their role on the Council is
dominant. The private-sector members have not been
active, and even their attendance at State Council
meetings has been exceedingly poor. The State has
not yet devised a way to actively involve private-
sector representatives in the State Council or,
more generally, in JTPA at the State level.

The second State, by contrast, had strong

private-sector participation:

The private-sector members of the State
Council are currently more active and
vociferous. Their role has increased
since the earlier report for several reasons.
Pirst, they have become knowledgeable about the
program. Second, key private-sector members have
assumed committee leadership positions. Third, the
Governor has persona34, encouraged his private-sector
appointees to actively participate in Council
activities.

The roles of the Council and the private-sector members

on the Council still vary greatly among the States. It is

clear, however, that where private-sector participation is

strong, the role of the Council tends to be strong as well.
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Another issue is the trend in private-sector

involvement at the Council level. Because of heavy Council

responsibilities in the early stages of JTPA, there has been

interest in whether the private-sector people would retain their

commitment after the big policy decisions were made. On the

other hand, some questioned whether private-sector participants

were knowledgeable enough to contribute to early program

decisions and whether they wouli stick to it long enough to make

a difference in the programs.

The question is whether private-actor participation

increased or decreased during the transition year. The

situation in the individual States can be very different, yet

the overall responsibility of the State Council may have stayed

the same during the transition year. The field results show

that private-sector involvement increased in three States,

decreased in five, and showed no particular trend in twelve.

In a midwestern State with a Council playing an

advisory role, uThe private-sector involvement appears to be

increasing somewhat now that these members are better acquainted

with JTPA. They are beginning to identify those policy issues

that require their attention. It is not clear whether the

degree of private-sector participation is related to the trend

in interest, although in three of the five States showing a

decrease in private-sector involvement, participation was weak
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to begin with. The Associate in a State with a moderately

strong Council but little private-sector participation reported:

There is a clear trend toward a waning of interest
of the private sector, which was not strong to start
with. Initially, I had thought the private-sector
representatives were quiet because they were learning
JTPA, but now it appears that their lack of involvement
indicates a lack of interest. The private-sector
representatives do not control any of the committees
and their ttendance at meetings has been extremely
weak.

On the other hand, from a State with a strong

private-sector cnamitment, the following illustrates the decline

in Council election,' in general:

At the most recent meeting, only two of the six
private-sector members attended and only seven members
attended altogether. The Council now meets only every
other month, and the last meeting was cancelled. Fewer
meetings were bound to result once the program was
operational, but we sense some tapering off of
involvement, more so by private-sector members.

Perhaps the best conclusion to draw from these

observations is simply that if you give people an important

role, they will be active. Because public-sector actors on the

State Council are more likely to be actively involved in the

JTPA program, special attention is needed to make sure that the

Councills role is significant enough to involve private-sector

people and keep them motivated. The program seems to have

acquired significant input from the private sector. The

challenge is to keep it.
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The last State-level issue to bei sqdressed is the link

between JTPA and economic development ftoAs in the States.

The winter 1984 observation of this study fc d that this was a

primary factor :n seeking strong private-asetitor involvement in

the Council. Fourteen of the twenty sample otates reported

using JTPA as an economic development to41. After the

transition year, it is appropriate to ask raw this effort turned

out.

This observation suggests that theke may have been more

rhetoric than reality to the JTPA-economie gevelopment link. In

about half the States, there are only weak kinks or none at all

between JTPA and State economic developmeAt efforts. Usually,

these are States with no unemployment prOlAtm or where the JTPA

program most closely resembles CETA. This etatement from an

Associate in a midwestern State illustrates this common pattern:

Although there iz lip service pt46 to the development
link with JTPA, it is not a strclail one. As a
development staff person told me, 'khey make sure
they offer JT7P services to proapec%tive employers,
but since eve y State has the pyvalkam, it isn't
considered much of a selling point.

In only a few States can a stro4g kink be discerned

between economic development goals and J1*A program parameters.

In one of these States, conventional devicea were used rather

aggressively by the Governor:

The Governor clearly acknowledged that the link
between JTPA and economic develqpwant is the primary
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focus in the State. This was accomplished by
retaining control over Title Ili funds in a
statewide program and using all of the 8 percent
set-aside for customized training. In addition, the
Governor's coordination criteria require that SDAs
reserve 10 percent of their Title I1A allocation for
additional customized training programs within their
areas. This thrust was reinforced when the Governor
exercised his power to control 10 percent of the
Wagner-Peyser allocation and channeled those funds
into job-generating activities.

in another State with successful linkage, the Governor

tied JTPA to other programs;

JTPA staff members regard their State as one of the
leaders in linking JTPA and economic development.
Much of the linkage first came about when the Governor
pressed his Offices of Planning and Economic
Development to work closely to develop his Small
Buliness Revitalization Program. Now there is also a
linkage between the JTPA and Small Cities Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) programs.
CDBG requests for proposals give points for proposing

to use JTPA participants.

A more innovative approach is being used in a large

eastern State with sever, employment problems:

The Governor has acted to strengthen JTPA/economic
development links during PY84. Consider two such
actions: (1) PICs must now establish coordinative
mechanisms' with the high-tech center nearest to them.
(2) The Department of Labor recently requested that the
State Council actively support the Governor's request
for a $190 million bond issue for economic
development. JTPA was written into the Governor's
proposal.

Several other States show moderate linkage as

illustrated by the following:

At the State level, the more direct JTPA links with
economic development are with the 8 percent education



sot-aside and Title III rather than with Title Mk.
The Sovexaor actively supports strong economic
dsvslspmont role for oommunity colleges, for xample,through the establishment of Business assistance
Gloaters. (Sight waist funds are being usd to
help motors provi4s ooatract procurement
'moistens's for local businesses in PT44.)

These appears to be a slight amnesties betwn the

degree of privatorseetor participation and th degr of linkage

betwesa STU and 'commie development efforts. Bcaus of

osafoundiag laflusaces of the economic climate and structural

issues, however, it Is hard to tioasur this relation precisely.

Perhaps tho most revealing statement of all comes from

an assoolate ia aa eastera Stats

it would bo reasomably summate to say that ',VIM has
n ot been a very high priortty with th Governor, but
that his Interest la the program is likely to increase
over the mixt year. I. is very concerned about
esomsmio dsvelopmeat, but thus far has not found
the operatiomal "Usk" between avira and that goal.
If a strategy oast be forged to cosibine the workings
of edmsatiom, techaology, and employment and training
programs, the Goveraoros interest in JTP11 can be
e xposited to grow rapidly.

This may be the key. While one associate reported in

the earlier observation that the private-sector chairperson of

the State Common claimed that "training the disadvantaged

without orsatimg now jobs is like clapping ulth one hand," it

remains difficult to do. Mot enough is understood about the way

jobs are created ia th private sector, so it is hard for

policymakers to coordiaate policies in a general way.
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5.3 private-Sector Participation at the SBA Level

Private Industry Councils are the major avenue for

private-sector participation in the SDAs. PICa are supposed to

perform planning and oversight functions jointly with local

'icted officials. The act mandates that a majority of PIC

members including the chair be private-sector representatives,

making possible private-sector control of the PIC. Two concerns

that emerged early in the implementation of JTPA, however, cast

doubt on whether the private sector would take control as the

Congress intended.

The first concern was how soon private-sector members

could achieve a grasp of the program sufficient to contribute to

shaping it. The will to use one's influence is not enough; it

is also necessary to understand the program. Because most

public-sector members of the PIC were expected to be experienced

CBTA hands, there was concern that private-sector members would

be left behind.

The other concern was whether private-sector

representatives would actually take an interest in employment

and training programs for the economically disadvantaged. while

creating more opportunities for the disatirantaged is in

everyone's interest, it was difficult to see just how the
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private employers represented on a PIC would benefit directly

from this activity. Some argued that apparent conflicts of

interest might arise if firms represented on a PIC were then

given on-the-job training slots and other program benefits, but

that denying these firms any benefits would be asking them to

serve purely out of a sense of corporate responsibility. Some

firms might conclude that they had more to gain by avoiding

participation on the PIC.

Findings from the first two rounds of the study suggest

that these two concerns are not groundless, but may be less

serious than some had thought. Further, they may be fading as

time goes by.

As to the first concern, a sizeable number of

private-sector PIC members have experience with employment and

training programs. Among the twenty-seven PICs in this study

where a determination can be made, in twelve PICs more than 20

percent of the private-sector members had previous PIC

experience under CETA Title VII. Nevertheless, there were ten

PICs among the twenty-seven where none of the private-sector

representatives had any previous experience. Therefore, it is

likely that, in some local areas, private-sector input was not

effective in the early stages of JTPA implementation.
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The field results from the winter 1984 observation

showed that the ability of private-sector representatives to

play a full role was a valid concern at that time. Among the

twenty-two 8DAs reviewed in the first round, the PIC had greater

influence than local elected officials in only six. Another six

PICs were classified as advisory, but attempting to move to

equal status with local elected officials. A total of ten PICs

were found to be purely advisory to local elected officials; in

other words, the local partnership had not yet been consummated

on terms favorable to private-sector participation and

direction.

By the end of the transition year, however, the field

observations yielded a very different picture. In twenty-two of

the thirty-eight 8DAs observed in summer 1984 (58 percent), the

PIC was the primary or dominant influence in determining the

content of the PY84 services plan. The PIC and local elected

officials were judged equal in another seven 8DAs (18 percent).

In only nine of thirty-eight 8DAs (24 percent) was the PIC

purely advisory in determining local JTPA program plans for

PY84. This is a rather remarkable turnaround in PIC (and

private-sector) influence over the program in less than one full

year. Following are some examples of Associates' discussions of

how this worked in practice. From a mid-sized 8DA:

The private-sector influence appears to be dominant
on the PIC. The chair of the PIC and the chair of
all three committees are private-sector persons.



There is no indication that the interest of the
private-sector representatives has declined and,
indeed, from all indications the interest of the
private-sector members has increased during the
transition year. Their influence is clearly dominant
on the PIC. There has been good attendance at the
meetings and at least fifteen of the nineteen PIC
members have attended 95 percent of the meetings.

An Associate in a large SDA reports:

The interest in and involvement by the private
sector is strong at the level of the PIC and its
committees. Prom our interviews and from attendance
at the PIC meetings, it is clear that the PIC members
want an active role. They are particularly sensitive
to the mayor or board of supervisors intruding into
what they define as their turf. The charge to the
ad hoc npolicyn committee is to develap policy
statements and procedures which will reduce such
intrusions in the future.

There is not always a power struggle over the role of

the Private Industry Council. Local elected officials were

often eager to transfer policymaking authority to private sector

players. From the Associate in a large city:

Since the early period of PIC formation, the role
of the mayor has been minimal-- 'she has not interfered,'
though he has his spokesperson at the PIC. The mayor
and the PIC have steered JTPA away from the politically
charged atmosphere of CETA with its pressures to award
contracts and participant slots. So far they have
succeeded; approval of PIC decisions, especially of
contractors, has had the concurrence of the mayor and
city council. The PIC has been primary in formulating
the PY84 plan. This is the private sectorls program,
not the city's.
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In other SDAs, the public sector has been dominant.

Prom a small rural SDA:

The PIC influence has declined. In essence the progral
is viewed as a public-sector matter best left to the
county commissioners. The PIC is a legitimizing group
a support group in times of crises, and a rather
insignificant public relations group in supporting
the programls OJT and placement objectives.

A more individual kind of response was reported by the

Associate in another small rural SDA:

Private-sector influence is mixed. Some private-secto:
representatives still are very strong participants in
the process; others are very weak. The agency people
on the PIC often dominate because of their background
and expertise, but some private-sector people are
Hholding their ownu with the agency people.

Maintaining private-sector interest will be somewhat
difficult in that travel distance and time away from
business are difficult for these small-business people
Also, there are only limited numbers of these people Jo
these six counties available and willing to devote mucl
time to PIC affairs.

There is much variety among the SDAs, so much that it

is hard to discern any central tendency. However, it is worth

noting that only two of nine PICs that were purely advisory in

the earlier observation are still in that category. Among the

six PICs deemed to be advisory but attempting to move to equal

status, only one is still advisory to local elected officials.

Thus, there has been strong movement in the direction of

private-sector influence.
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This is confirmed by Field Associates' responses to

questions on the trend of PIC influence. At the end of the

transition year, private-sector participation was moving upward

in thirteen SDAs and downward in only seven. The Associates saw

no particular trend in twenty SDAs. It would appear, then, that

private-sector influence was still rising at the end of the

transition year. Where this was not occurring, it seems due

primarily to lack of interest by the local elected officials or

other controlling authorities in sharing their power. Where the

private sector has been invited to share authority, they seem to

have been a willing partner. Clearly there are problems of

distance in rural SDAs and problems of commitment among some

individual PIC members. But overall the partnership appears to

be healthy and robust.

5.4 Other Private-Sector Influences

Private-sector people are playing other roles in JTPA

programs besides serving on Private Industry Councils. In six

of the forty sample SDAs the PIC itself is the grant recipient

and administratAme entity. Obviously in these cases the

private-sector PIC members participate in the usual functions

associated with overseeing a major undertaking. But aside from

135
5-19



direct managerial input, what else has private-sector

pa:!ticipation in JTPA produced?

Even when the Private Industry Council is not dominant,

it can shield local elected officials anxious about possible

liability or fraud and abuse issues. This is an important

function in a program like JTPA, where the Federal government

has imposed few definitive regulations. From an Associate in a

large SDA:

The local elected official depends heavily, on the PIC
to provide assurances that the program is operating in
accordance with law and with good business
practice. The local elected officials in this SDA
are surprisingly unconcerned about program issues,
including liability for disallowed costs.

Private-sector input is also valuable when it comes

time to pull the plug on an unproductive contractor. According

to the Associate in a large-city SDA:

They [the PIC] and the new private sector members feel
no pressure to fund poor service providers. The
private-sector orientation of JTPA seems to offer
the rationale for cutting them off, an
orientation which was not present under CETA.

Undoubtedly the private-sector majority on the
PIC makes such decisions easier to make and
harder to overturn through political means.



Another extImple in which the business orientation may

have worked to the adiantage of the program, though in a rather

unusual way, is the following from an Associate in a large city:

Several faotors have contributed to this private-
sector influence. First, the PIC persuaded the city
to reduce tha administrative cost burden. This was a
clear indication of the usefulness of private-sector
business knowledge in bringing about change.
Second, the PIC and PIC Planning Committee view
staff as extremely open and interested in sharing
information to bring about changes.

If the private-sector dominated PIC was prepared to go

to bat to raise the administrative cost limit, it must have been

a persuasive case.

Other examples of PIC influence relate to marketing the

JTPA program to the community and, more particularly, to the

business sector. One example is from a State that has shown

little private-sector involvement in program planning or

operation:

The State Chamber of Commerce is quito actively
involved in promoting JTPA throughout the State
and has had a major impact. Working with Job
Service staff and occasionally members of the regional
PICs, they have made local presentations in over 140
communities statewide that have been attended by
over 4,000 employers. These meetings cover range of
topics besides IIA and III programs under JTPAI but
there is no question that the word is out. For
example, with the help of some 6 percent money, an
employer outreach program was conducted in one region
that resulted in fifty requests from employers for OJT
contracts. Before the programe.these employers hadn't
heard of JTPA.



A report from a large city combines the public

relations aspects with specific functional contributions by

private-sector interests:

A significant accomplishment of the PIC has been
recruiting other private-sector members to serve on
PIC committees to review proposals, to validate tests
to determine program completion, and to review,
on-site, service providers. At tha most recent PIC
meeting a uPIC Associateu category was approved to
designate these individuals and others who will be
recruited to expand private-sector influence and
participation.

The PIC review of proposals and subsequent evaluation
of those funded draws heavily on private-sector
members. Several members recounted spending three days
exclusively reviewing proposals both for the transition
year and PY84. These reviews are done according to
industry/occupational clusters by those with that
expertise. Por example, review of all clerical
training is done by a subcommittee of members and
associates knowledgeable about clerical occupations.
The on-site PIC evaluations, likewise, are conducted
by knowledgeable members and associates.

Additional private-mector influence is exerted
through the advisory councils which the PIC requires
of each service provider for their JTPA programs.
These members are mostly from the private sector
and their responsibility is to help define skill
requirement needs by program graduates, and to
develop and refine curriculum and training
methodologies.

Another description of the way in which private-

sector-dominated PICs can find a way to meet the needs of

employers is the following:

The major innovation has been to permit amendslnts in
OJT contracts with private companies to accommodate
changes in their need for trained manpower without
requiring formal and time-consuming renegotiation of
proposals. Additional slots can be added quickly to
meet additional needs. This has been seen as very
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helpful to start-up companies. The PIC will only
fund a third of the need for slots for such
companies. This has been done to take into account
layoffs and additions, so as not to cut into the JTPA
slots and, as a result, cause their OJT contract to be
cancelled. Another change adopted by the PIC was the
use of broader job descriptions, which give
companies some flexibility without them having to
modify their contracts. An example given was a job
description that would permit an employer to switch
between welder helper and welder.

Another type of private-sector influence is their

effect on State and local governmental structures. Private

sector people have a lack of respect for traditional

bureaucratic boundaries that can be helpful. From a State with

strong private-sector participation on the State Council:

The Council has become somewhat more influential in the
past year. While this is difficult to pinpoint because
the Governor flacceptsu both its transition year (1984)
plan and program year (1984) plan, observers of the
Council think that it is becoming more usurefootedu in
analysing problems. For example, the Council, as part
of the implementation of coordination criteria for the
SDAs, established a policy of cooperative agreements
to be drawn up between the 8DAs and various State
and local agencies. This spring, the 8DAs complained
that the governmental agencies were not being as
cooperative as the 8DAs were expected to be. The
Council then began to pressure the Governor informally
to mandate parallel requirements on agencies within
his purview. While no formal action has occurred yet,
it is likely that such will take place for the plan for
1985-86.

Perhaps the most far-reaching impact of private-sector

participation in JTPA has been the increased attention to the

demand for labor (i.e., the needs of businesses) as opposed to

the supply of labor (participants' needs). This is exemplified
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in the following quote from an Associate in an SDA that is still

battling openly over these issues:

The extent of the private-sector influence in this SDA
has certainly not diminished thus far. Many active
members are from the private sector, and the level of
their activity remains high. The executive committee
effectively is the P/C. Five of the eight executive
committee members have private-sector connections. The
impact of this input is difficult to sort out. Nearly
very meeting has the obligatory reference to the
inability of public entities to ever get anything done,
but I think that hostility is more ceremonial than
substantive. More important, / think, are two very
different types of private-sector influence. First,
there is a tendency to think about the dimensions of
the labor market in terms of what businesses need.
Thus, there is a tendency to think in terms of economic
development and what skills are needed by business, and
possibly diminished concern for getting people into
permanent, good jobs. The second influence centers on
how the PIC operates. The main difference between
day-to-day operations in the small business settings
familiar to the P/Cfs private-sector members and the
public sector is the necessity to consider such things
as open meeting laws: avoiding the appearance of
conflict of interest, and the need to follow State
bidding procedures in assigning contracts. Key members
in this PIC are influenced by the private sector in
both of these ways. They think of job training
differently than the public-sector oriented people at
the administrative entity, and they are continually
frustrated by the constraints placed on JTPA operations
because they are using public funds.

There seems to be a fundamental difference in

orientation between many of the private and public-sector

people. This is certainly a major issue in converting from CETA

to JTPA over the past year. The private-sector participants are

less likely to define the mission of employment and training

programs in individual terms. They see putting the individual

back to work as a successful treatment, regardless of other
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needs. Public-sector CETA managers and service deliverers have

not generally defined their mission so simply and straight-

forwardly. Their emphasis has been on placement, but they have

traditionally expressed more concern about the individual's

needs. Thus the old CETA hands find the diminished level of

support services troubling, while private-sector participants

are more likely to feel that if a participant can get a job

without support services, providing such services would not be

cost effective.

Even if private-sector representatives on the State

Councils and PICs do not influence all areas outlined Mbove,

their influence may still meet the expectations of the framers

of the legislation. This is summarized by an Associate in a

State wllere the private sector appears to have little influence:

If the private sector dominates the agenda
of the State Council and dictates its direction,
it is not obvious. A more realistic assessment is
probably that of a role of keeping things from
sliding back or coming to resemble the sound or
appearance of the 'sold CETA program.,1

5.5 Summary

Involving the private sector in the program at both the

State and Service Delivery Area level was a major goal of the

JTPA legislation. Yet, how is this involvement to manifest

itself? This chapter has examined ways the private sector

influenced how the program was organized and operated.
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At the State level, private sector influence must be

exercised through the State Job Training Coordinating Council,

and for this to happen, the Council must have some stature in

shaping the program. A slight majority of the Councils in the

sample States played roles that were greater than the elected

officials or the administrative entity. Relative to the earlier

phase of the study, this represents a strong movement toward

private sector influence on the program.

With regard to private-sector influence on the PICs,

while most have not changed as they proceed into program year

1984, of those that have, most are in the direction of more PIC

and private-sector influence. If the private-sector

representation on the PIC is influencing the program, how is

this being felt? From a programmatic perspective, it is being

exhibited several ways. It was hoped that private-sector

influence would affect the program through a nbusiness liken

orientation with more emphasis on the customer (the potential

employer) and on the product (a placement). This differs from

the perception of the previous program as supply-based with

emphasis on the participant. Efficiency and the prevention of

disallowed costs are also emphasized. This is, in turn, related

to other influences that seem to be affecting the program. The

emphasis on efficiency seems related to more cooperation and

less respect for bureaucratic rules and nturfn. It also leads

to sharing responsibility for the program with local elected

officials; this may reduce political influences such as the
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pressure of certain groups or agencies and improve contractor

selection.

The emphasis on servicing employers, the nature of the

service mix and the groups of participants to be served

represents the proximate effects of private-sector influence.

'Marketing,' the program, however, is another private-sector

influence. While these fforts are just beginning, they may

represent the ultimate effect of private-sector influence if

they can increase the credibility of the program among

private-sector employers.
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6. THE TARGETING AND SELECTION PROCESS

Participant characteristics are one of the most

important features of an employment and training program. Most

programs of the past twenty years have set some minimum

eligibility requirements, but have not provided enough resources

to serve all who met them. Instead, they have relied on

program operators to devise ways to select participants from the

eligible population.

In some programs, the law or administrative regulations

have prescribed rules for outreach, intake, screening, and

selection. As these rules become more detailed, program

operators have less discretion in choosing participants.

Setting rules has been defended on the ground that it prevents

such undesirable practices as ucreamine -- that is, choosing

those who already have work skills rather than those needing

more help. Extensive restrictions on participant eligibility,

however, may limit local program operators' ability to tailor

programs to specific community needs, or to serve people who

need services but do not meet certain eligibility requirements.

JTPA provides more latitude in setting criteria and

choosing participants than any other Federal training program of
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the last two decades. It gives the states wide discretion, and

most States allow SDAs to exercise similar discretion. The law

also grants the private sector a larger role in planning and

operations, and thus in selecting participants. JTPAls language

supporting local choice in selecting participants, then, is

consistent with its actual practice; previous legislation took

away most local choice by setting detailed eligirility criteria.

Nevertheless, targeting remains an important research

question. JTPAes impact cannot be evaluated until it is known

who was served and how the targeting decisions affected program

operations. The selection process is especially critical

because the program is relatively small and the eligible

population has been expanded. It would be difficult to obtain

information by simply looking at summary data and plans, but the

Field Associates were able to examine how the selection process

operated in practice. Their assessments allow us to provide

summary data about targeting under JTPA.



6.1 Eligibility Criteria and Participant Characteristics

To provide a framewo. k for analyzing State and SDA

targeting and selection procedures, we used nationally

representative data to estimate how many people were eligible

for Title IIA of JTPA; how many actually participated; and how

eligibles and participants differed in certain characteristics.

The number of people eligible for Title IIA was

estimated from the March 1984 Current Population Survey (CPS).

We used an approach developed in an earlier study analyzing CETA

eligibility.1 Each individual fourteen years old and older on

the CPS file was evaluated to determine whether he or she

satisfied any components of the JTPA definition of neconomically

disadvantaged.0 These components include receiving public

assistance and living in a family with an income below the

poverty level. A person fitting any of these categories was

classified as eligible for JTPA Title I/A. Although the law

allows persons who are not economically disadvantaged to make up

as much as 10 percent of enrollees, it was impossible to

operationalize this provision in our eligibility simulation.

Hence, those identified as JTPA-eligible in this study represent

the narrower population of economically disadvantaged

individuals.

Kalman Rupp et al., 01Eligibility and Participation Rates of
Older Americans in Employment and Training Programs, RR-83-11,
Research Report Series, Washington, D.C.: National CoMmission
for Employment Policy, Spring 1984.
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Data on JTPA participants were derived from the Quick

Turnaround enrollee sample for transition year 1984 (October 1,

1983 through June 30, 1984) from the Job Training Longitudinal

Survey (JTLS). While the CPS data on eligibles cover a full

calendar year, the JTLS data are limited to enrollees during a

three-quarter period.

Selection and Self-Selection

It is important to understand how data on eligibles and

participants are related to each other. The number and

characteristics of participants reflect both the supply of

program slots and the demand for program services. Targeting

and other program operator decisions (e.g., outreach, screening)

affect the supply of program slots. The demand for these slots,

however, depends on self-selection by eligibles: Not all people

who are eligible for JTPA apply for it, or would apply even if

outreach efforts were more widespread or aggressive. Some

groups of eligibles, such as people who hold full-time jobs, do

not need program services. Other eligibles are not in the labor

force, have family responsibilities, or are too old or too sick

to benefit from JTPA training. For these reasons, the number of

people who are eligible should not be interpreted as a measure

of either the need or the demand for program participation.

Targeting and other program operator selection processes

interact with participant self-selection; the data reflect both.
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NUmbers of Eligibles

The data show that 23 percent of the U.S. population

fourteen years old and older satisfied the Title IIA

economically disadvantaged eligibility criteria at some time

during 1983. This amounts to an estimated 42.3 million

persons. The number of new Title Ilk enrollees during the three

quarters of the transition year was 595,700; if the program had

operated at this level for a full year, an estimated 780,930

people would have '.articipated. At this annualised level, JTPA

could serve 1.85 percent of the Title IIA eligible population.

A comparison of the number of people eligible for JTPA

with the number who were eligible for CETA shows how broad the

JTPA criteria are. Forty percent of JTPA eligibles would not

have been eligible for CETA Title IIB, while 95 percent of the

26.8 million persons who satisfied the CETA eligibility criteria

are eligible for JTPA. The primary reason CETA was more

restrictive than JTPA is that CETA Title IIB required an

individual to be not only economically disadvantaged but also

unemployed, underemployed, or in school. JTPA Title IIA

eligibility is not tied to labor force status.

Changed economic conditions also raised the number of

eligibles in recent years. The proportion of the population

fourteen years old and older who satisfied the CETA Title IIB
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eligibility criteria increased from 13.3 percent2 to 14.6

percent between 1980 and 1983.

Although the appropriation for JTPA is less than the

funding for CETA in its last years, JTPAls average cost per

participant is substantially lower than that of CETA. Por that

reason, the annualised number of JTPA Title =A participants

during the transition year (780,930 persons) is not

proportionally lower than the number served under CETA during PY

1981 (893,370 persons). This means that the proportion of the

population served under JTPA is only slightly lower than under

CETA.

The data also reveal that the more liberal JTPA

eligibility definition, in itself, did not substantially change

the mix of participants served. The vast majority of JTPA Title

=A participants (88 percent) would have qualified under CETA as

well. Of the 12 percent who would not, 6 percent were not

economically disadvantaged and 6 percent were not eligible for

other reasons. This suggests that self-selection and explicit or

implicit program targeting are more important than the

restrictiveness of the eligibility rules.

` Rupp et a ., ibid.
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The importance of self-selection among eligibles is

further underlined by labor force status data. Exactly half of

JTPA eligibles were outside the labor force for the whole year.

This portion is even higher (close to 80 percent) for those

fifty-five years and over, and somewhat higher than average in

the youth group. Many of these people do not have the desire or

ability to enter or re-enter the labor force, and therefore are

unlikely to apply for JTPA. At the other end of the scale, 12

percent of all JTPA eligibles (and almost 20 percent of those

between forty-five and fifty-four years old) worked throughout

the whole year. For different reasons, these people are also

unlikely to apply for JTPA.

Characteristics of Eligibles and JTPA Participants

What was the end result of the supply and demand

factors that entered into the JTPA selection process? The

following sections compare eligibles and participants for

several important characteristics.

Youths. The proportion of youths (fourteen to

twenty-one years old) is substantially lower among eligibles

(19.4 percent) than among participants (39.8 percent). This
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is a sizable difference, and may help explain why many 8DA5 find

it difficult to satisfy the youth expenditure requirement, as

discussed in Chapter 8. Other characteristics will be

separately presented for adults and youths. Table 6-1 describes

adult JTPA eligibles and participants by various characteristics

and contains comparable data for CETA Title XIS participants.

Gender. Age, and Race. Relative to their proportion of

the eligible population, males are somewhat overrepresented

among participants. This can be explained by the higher labor

force participation of males relative to females. Consistent

with expectations, older individuals are underrepresented among

participants. Th..s is large]y because many older people have

dropped out of the labor force because of retirement or poor

health. Whites are underrepresented, blacks are overrepresented

(they tend to be more disadvantaged than whites), and other

minority groups are represented in JTPA Title Ilk roughly in

proportion to their representation in the eligible population.

Economic Status. Participants are more disadvantaged

than eligibles according to family income and labor market

criteria (as measured by unemployment experience). Multiple

regression models show that unemployment is the most important

predictor of JTPA participation. These findings are consistent



Table 6-1. Distribution of adult JTPA Title IIA eligibles (i),
and participants (ii), and CETA Title HS participants
(iii) by various characteristics (percent)

JTPA JTPA CETA
Characteristics i Eligibles s Participants i Participants

Total 1062

43.3

56.7

55.2
11.4

33.4

66.3

21.0
9.2
3.0

42.9
11.7

15.3

7.1

23.1

27.1

7.2

16.7

31.1

17.8

75.5

2.6

2.1

3.0
16.9

44.1

12.8

15.2

47.5

52.5 i

100%

50.5
49.5

87.6

8.3

4.1

57.3

29.4
9.4

3.9

69.0
10.2

10.5

4.2

6.1

48.2
9.3

17.3

18.8

6.4

5.1

4.0
3.0
5.5

82.4

43.8

21.4

1.8

24.8

75.2 1

100%

45.5

54.5

88.6
7.9

3.5

51.5

29.1

11.4

7.9

68.6

9.1

7.9

4.0
10.4

54.1

12.6

18.6

11.5

3.2

30.6
3.3

4.5
5.2

56.4

53.8

25.3

5.6

35.0
65.0

Sex
Male
Female

!At
22-44
45-54
55 or more

Minority Status
luding Hispanic)W

Black (excluding Hispanic)
Hispanic
Other

Family Income as Percent
of Poverty Line

502 or less
51-702
71-90%
91-100%
101% or more

Family Income per Person
$500 or less
501-1,000
1,001-2,000
2,001-4,000
4,001 or more

Weeks Unemployed
None
1-4

5-8
9-13
14 or more

Receiving Public Assistance

Receiving AFDC

Receiving SSI

Education
Less than high school
High school or more i

Source: JTPA Eligibles from the March 1984 Current Populat1on
Survey (i); JTPA Participants from the Job Training
Longitudinal Survey (October 1, 1983-June 30, 1984) (ii)I
and CETA Participants from the Continuous Longitudinal
Manpower Survey (July 1, 1980-June 30, 1981) (iii)
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with the expectation that the demand for JTPA participation

should be associated with economic disadvantages, since the more

disadvantaged are most likely to benefit from participation in

JTPA. It is possible that targeting decisions also contributed

to this finding. Again, the data suggest that participant

self-selection, as well as program operator and other selection

processes, largely accomplished what stricter eligibility

criteria would have produced.

Overall, public assistance recipients are represented

in the participant population in roughly the same proportions as

in the eligible population. Within this group, however, AFDC

recipients are overrepresented among participants and BSI

recipients are underrepresented. The finding concerning BSI is

expected, since most EMI recipients are disabled or older

persons.

Education. Finally, those with better education are

overrepresented among participants. This finding can be partly

explained by two factors. The first is self selection. when we

hold constant income and work experience, better educated people

are more likely than others to apply for training. The second

is that older people, who are on average less well educated than

younger people, are also less likely to participate in JTPA.

However, this finding is also related to screening processes, to

be discussed later in this chapter. The data also indicate that
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high school dropouts are underrepresented among participants,

although an exact measurement was not possible because of slight

differences in definition between the CPS and JTLS.

grA and JTPA Participant Characteristics

The data also indicate that the distribution of adult

JTPA Title IIA participants by various characteristics is

comparable to the distribution of CETA Title IIB participants.

As Table 6-1 shows, women are somewhat less likely to be

enrolled in JTPA than under CETA, and older people and whites

are slightly more likely to participate in JTPA than in CETA.

Both JTPA and CETA overrepresent the more disadvantaged as

measured by family income and unemployment experience.

The proportion of participants who were unemployed for

long periods (fourteen weeks or more) is much higher under JTPA

than it was under CETA. However, the proportion of participants

with no prior unemployment (essentially labor market entrants

and reentrants) was substantially higher under CETA. The

proportion of public assistance recipients was somewhat higher

and the proportion of high school graduates somewhat lower under

CETA Title IIB than it is under JTPA Title /IA.
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This comparison between CITA and MIA participants

imports the eenelusiens based on the comparison of JT10A

eligibles end pastioipaate. The data do not support any

simplistic) notios of Nereoniago by MR. People with serious

Labor market difficulties, as evidenced by lengthy unemployment

spells, dominate the STPI participant group.

Data ea youth JTPA participants and eligibles (Table

MI) are generally moistest with those findings. There are

only two emeeptioass Mispeais Tenths are somewhat

underrepresented among participants, while Mispanics are

proportionally repsesested among adults. AFDC recipient youths

are underrepresented is the participant group, and as a result,

pills assists's* reeipiests are substantially underrepresented

mom youth participants. The comparison of youth

ebaraeteristies between nth Title In and CITA Title nn

indicates a patters similar to the findings for adults.

fa summary, JTPS participants are substantially more

disadvantaged than eligibles by inoome and labor market

Ladisaters. Moseverf they are less disadvantaged by education,

aa important 'Judicator of Mow capital potential. The

remaimder of this chapter explores the role of explicit and

implieit program targeting and screening in explaining these

fimdings.
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Table 6-2. Distribution of youth (14-21 years old) JTPA
Title IIA eligibles (i) and participants (ii),
and CETA Title 1111 participants (iii) by various
characteristics (percent)

JTPA JTPA CETA
Characteristics . Eligibles i Participants i Participants

Total

1

1002

47.6
52.4

53.8

28.9

13.2

4.0

49.5
10.9

13.7

6.6
19.3

31.7

10.7

22.2
28.4

7.0

78.2
4.2
3.2

3.2

11.2

53.3

25.8

8.5

70.4
29.6 1

100%

49.0

51.0

49.1

36.0
10.7

4.2

62.6

13.1

13.5

4.9

5.9

42.5

8.8

23.1

20.9

4.8

6.9

3.8

2.9

6.3

80.1

37.2

19.4

3.1

58.2
41.8 i

100%

48.8
51.2

45.4
37.6
11.9

5.1

61.1
9.9
10.7

4.2
14.1

47.1
14.5

23.6
11.7

3.1

35.3
13.4

6.4

10.7

34.2

46.8

23.7

7.9

62.2
37.8

Sex
Male
Female

Minority Status
White (excluding Hispanic)
Black (excluding Hispanic)
Hispanic
Other

Family Income as Percent
of Poverty Line

50% or less
51-70%
71-902
91-100%
1012 or more

Family Income per Person
$500 or less
501-1,000
1,001-2,000
2,001-4,000
4,001 or more

Weeks Unemployed
None
1-4

5-8

9-13

14 or more

Receiving Public Assistance

Receiving AFDC

Receiving SSI

Education
Less than high school
High school or more

Source: JTPA Eligibles from the March 1984 Current Population
Survey (0; JTPA Participants from the Job Training
Longitudinal Survey (October 1, 1983-June 30, 1984) (ii);
and CETA Participants from the Continuous Longitudinal
Manpower Survey (July 1, 1980-June 30, 1981) (iii)
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6.2 Eligibility _Req3airements and Significant Segments

Because only about 2 percent of the eligible population

can be served under JTPA, decisions must be made about how to

target limited resources. This section describes the particular

kinds of eligible participants on which States and SDAs have

concentrated their resources, and discusses how that targeting

tms taken place.

State Targeting

Table 6-3 shows the target groups identified by the

States and SDAs in the sample. Thirty-five percent of the

States augmented or changed the provisions stated in the law.

Only ono-fifth added a significant segments requirement. No SDA

had difficulty meeting the significant segments requirements

(with the exception of the youth category, discussed in chapter

8). However, in some cases significant segments requirements

substantially affect program character. For example, in one

case they are simply another State-imposed performance

2D7
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Table 6-3. Targeting by the States and SDAs

1

.(n=20) (n=40)

No targeting beyond that in the law 7 35 3 8

Significant segments 4 20 11 28

AFDC 9 45 22 55

General assistance 4 20 8 20

Youth 6 30 22 55

Limited English 1 5 5 13

Dislocated workers 3 15 3 8

Females 2 10 7 18

Minorities 5 25 10 25

Dropouts 5 25 17 43

Older workers 3 15 10 25

Displaced homemakers 2 10 8 20

Offenders 1 5 7 18

Haidicapped 3 15 18 45

Unemployed and underemployed 1 5

Unskilled 1 5

Single parents 2 10 9 23

Veterans 9 23

UI claimants 3 8

Foster care children 1 3

Average NUmber of Additional
Target Groups

6-15
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standard. In another, an SDA must meet significant segments

requirements to qualify for 6 percent incentive funds on the

basis of the performance standard measures.

Given the background of training programs and the

purpose of JTPA, it is not surprising that States most often

target APDC recipients and youths. Most States that do no other

targeting than that in the law do so to avoid appearing uoverly

prescriptivele to the SDAs. States establishing target groups

beyond those specified in the act targeted an average of

slightly more than two groups. Those most often added are

minorities, high school dropouts, and general assistance

recipients.

SDA Targeting

SDAs are considerably more likely than States to target

services to certain significant segments. Only three SDAs did

no targeting beyond the groups specified in the JTPA

legislation. One is a single-SDA State and the other two are

rural areas ucommitted to helping anyone who walks in the

door. The average SDA targeted almost four groups in addition

to those specified in the act. Those most often added were

handicapped persons, high school dropouts, older workers, and

minorities.

0:1)9
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SDAs target more groups than do States partly because

ODA officials aro more accessible to various interest groups

that lobby to include other groups. As an extreme case, in one

urban SDA with a diverse population, the process for determining

target groups was uvery xtensivelu involving public hearings in

addition to PIC meetings. This SDA identified more than thirty

target groups and specified the percentage of participants for

each group.

The prevalence of targeting on dropouts, older workers

and the handicapped ie particularly interesting because it is

often more difficult to get good placement rates for these

groups. Despite this, the SDAs, rather than the States, are

specifying these groups, even though the SDAs are the ones

subject to performance standards.

Finally, it is worth noting the emphasis on general

assistance recipients at the SDA level relative to the States.

This is not surprising since, although AFDC is partly paid for

by the State, general assistance costs are usually paid by the

county. In most cases where general assistance recipients were

listed as a target group, the major motivation was to reduce the

local cost of general assistance payments. Further, a number of

areas have job search or work requirements for general

assistance recipients; this creates a likely tie with the local

JTPA program.



6.3 fcreenina and Selection Process

This section discusses several aspects of how BDAs have

approached screening and selection.

Outreach and Intake

The amount of effort put into outreach is important in

the selection process; in most BDAs this effort is minimal.

Only one-fourth of the sample BDAs indicated that they were

,doing outreach. ODAs are generally reluctant to mount extensive

outreach efforts because they cost money but do not produce

placements.

Rather than funding outreach efforts, most BDAs simply

engage in intake, the process of accepting applications and

verifying that applicants are eligible. BDAs with no outreach

effort are, in effect, merely taking applications from those who

walk in. Again, participant self selection seems to play an

important role.

k

Most BDAs have centralised their intake activities.

only five sample BDAs left intake to each service provider, a

fairly typical arrangement under CETA. in slightly over half

the BDAs, intake was done by staff of the administrative entity

of the BDA. The Employment Service did it in another nine. one
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SDA had a contractor responsible for intake for all programs.

The tendency toward central intake appears related to concern

over liability for admitting people who turn out ,to be

ineligible. The theory seems to be that a central intake office

will be more likely to weed out ineligible applicants than will

a service provider.

Although a central intake process helps protect against

ineligible participants, it does not assure the broad public

knowledge of the program provided by a comprehensive outreach

effort. Of course, the program is small and the number of

eligible people is large so that many SDAs will have more

applicants than they can serve even without extensive outreach.

It should also be noted that a central intake procedure does not

mean that program operators must take everyone sent to them from

the central office. In fact, the process may be more selective

precisely because of the procedures adopted.

Central intake can serve another function in situations

where the SDA has a performance-based contract with the program

operator and the contractor receives full payment only if

certain outcome measures are met. Central intake can assure that

the target groups established by the SDA are receiving service.

This control over ninputsu prevents the program operator from

ncreamingn - meeting performance objectives by selecting only

participants who are easy to train.
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Impact of Service Mix on Selection

The mix of services can also affect participant

selection and screening. In typical OJT programs, several

participants are referred to the employer, who selects the

person to be trained. This involves some screening among

eligible participants. Further, any program operator who wants

additional on-the-job training contracts soon :learns the kind of

characteristics sequired by the employer and is likely to avoid

referring people with no chance of acceptance.

Much classroom skill training has entry requirements

such as a certain level of reading and math ability, a high

school degree or OBD, or a driver's license. If administrative

entities send people without these qualifications, particularly

when the contractor must meet requirements of a performance

contract, training organisations will not enroll them. This is

another form of selection among eligible participants.

Because on-the-job training and classroom skill

training have become larger parts of the JTPA program, the

related selection procedures apply to a larger part of the

participant population. The apparent rise in the proportion of

high school graduates is probably related to the increasing

2 .11 3
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importance of on-the-job training and classroom training in the

JTPA service mix. This, in turn, is related to the program

goals, private-sector involvement, and other interdependent

aspects of JTPA.

Screening for Intangibles

Applicants for JTPA training must demonstrate

considerable determination just by showing up for all the

required interviews and tests.

In most SDAs an individual walk= in, completes an

application, and may be given a preliminary eligibility

determination. An appointment is then made for complete

eligibility verification and assessment. One SDA official

indicated that whenever someone calls or comes in to ask for an

application, he or she is immediately scheduled for an

interview, always on another day. If the person does not show

or is late for the interview, that person is not enrolled.

As Exhibit 5-1 shows, an applicant must assemble and

produce a great many pieces of information to prove eligi-

bility. Once found eligible, the individual will be scheduled

for an appointment with a counselor and possibly for testing.

This may take from several hours to a couple of days.

-214
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Exhibit 6-.1. Information Needed for
Eligibility verification

COUNTY JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP

Sul Itling 11, Room 206

To apply for the County Job Training Partnership you must bring:

1. Proof of Income Fly stubs. W-2 forms, unemployment statement (amount),
social security/pension award letters, Public Assistance, township, and
food stamp records.

2. Proof of Age - Drivers License, girth certifk:ate, or legal document.

3. Social Security...S.1AI - Drivers License

4. Proof of Residence Current address needed, Drivers License, utility
bai, rent receipts"

5. Proof of Famillss - Birth Certificates of everyone In household, or
signed staternerirWors friend or neighbor is to family size. (If single
person, a statement Is necessary)

If any of the following apply to you, documentation of such is necessary:

( ) If alien - alien registration card
( ) If under 18 - must be accompanied by perent
( ) If veteran - DO-2111 form
( ) If student - student 1.1).
( ) If handicapped or disabled verification from DORS. VA, or

physician's statement.
( ) If on parole/probation - release forms
( ) If Foster Child/Ward of State - documents verifying that information.
( ) If laid-off - bring lay-cff notice, or unemployment documents.
( ) Displaced Homemdcer - (a person who has been out of work for at

least S yrs., due to domestic life) - Sigried statement from friend/
neighbor, public aid records. divorce/separation records.

( ) Dropout - school records. statement from parent/relative as to grade
and age left school.

( ) Never worked - Statement from parent/relative

If you do not have all the information in time for your appointment, please call
and reschedule.
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Individuals who survive the assessment and counseling process

are then placed in an applicant pool until they can be called

for placement in a training or job search program or referred to

a potential on-the-job training slot. If the person is enrolled

more than forty-five days after initial application, program

eligibility must be reverified prior to enrollment. In a sense,

the application and enrollment process itself serves as a

measure of individual motivation.

The need to select from a large population of eligibles

(even walk-in eligibles) and the way this occurs is illustrated

in the assessment from an Associate in a city that concentrated

on serving those who would benefit the most from training:

The target groups in this SDA were selected
according to their incidence among the
population of unemployed. Local officials
repeatedly stressed that the number of people
needing training is far greater than the supply
of training slots. Therefore, there has been
no real difficulty in finding people who
both fit the criteria of need and have
the personal qualities that will enable
them to succeed. In the words of the
employment and training agency director,
Ife do not cream, we do screen.0 The real
difference in JTPA, he said, was not the
selection process but the programls emphasis
on skill training.

The PIC has conducted a upolicy auditu for the
transition year. That audit makes it
painfully clear that sizable numbers of
certified potential enrollees are selected
out of JTPA by some sort of default, perhaps
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self selection. Of a total of 2,630
certified clients referred to the
employment and training agency, 606
(30 percent) failed to show up for scheduled
assessment. Of the 1,644 who completed
assessment by the agency or its contractors,
362 clients nexitedle because they were
functionally illiterate, needed remedial
education, or needed training in English
as a second language.

Of the 1,462 clients remaining, 1,263 were
enrolled in job training programs, while
197 remained in the active pool, were not
selected by contractors, or left the system
for unknown reasons. This complex
process of selecting final program
participants, with many people falling
by the wayside, some for reasons unknown,
must be subject to careful analysis.

6.4 Targeting in Practice

As noted earlier in this chapter, with a large

eligible population, SDAs have no difficulty finding

participants, except for youths. All have larger applicant

'spools,' than they can serve aLd, therefore, the selection

process is critical to the nature of the program. As a result,

the program varies widely from one place to another. This

section describes how the sample SDAs have selected

participants.

Participant Selection

Virtually all participants are economically

disadvantaged, as the earlier characteristics data indicated.
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Little use is made of the 10 percent windown for serving the

nondisadvantaged population. The only major exceptions involve

serving participants with other barriers to employment that

largely overlap the economically disadvantaged population, such

as the handicapped or displaced homemakers.

Within the economically disadvantaged population, how

are participant selections made? From information obtained in

the preliminary phase of the study, we asked the Associates to

characterise the training neds of typical individuals selected

for JTPA services. These can be categorised three ways.

The first group consists of those ready for employment at the

time of entry to the program. The second consists of those

participants able to find a job as a direct result of receiving

the types of training provided by the program. The final group

includes those most in need of extensive training and supportive

services to become omployable.

Half of the SDAs in the sample indicated that they were

concentrating on the middle group, those most likely to directly

benefit from the training and find jobs afterward. six SDAs

appeared to select the most job-ready among eligible partici-

pants. These jurisdictions relied heavily on on-the-job
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training as a operviee strategy and focused on job placement as a

major goal. Im eight /Ohs. the Asseolates reported

eomeemtrated attempt te serve the most needy la the eligible

populaties. Ossever, eves this is a matter of definition: in

ome jurisdistlems the program operators indicated that among

the meet seedy *the meet plaseabl yore prefetred.n

limes eneeptieme eseurred. One jurisdiction's strategy

wee to molest imdividuals who were mot job ready and make them

employable. VW. ether dele imdleated that they planned to

provide %salmis, few the target groups that they had selected

for sorviee using demogrephie or economic charactristics.

ifhe limos are mot always slew between the categories

of @envies to the most job ready, serwloem to those who will

benefit most, and movies to the most needy groups. The

foilestag examples of Saab approach illustrate what these

partleipast seleetiem pr000dures mean in practice.

Ome reason why some jurisdictions ooncentrate on the

most job ready is that all eligibles axe disadvantaged and it is

effigiest to select the wet job ready among them, given the

51.4
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limits of time and money. An xample comes from an Associate in

a jurisdiction with an economy that has suffered severe

structural problems for some times

In this county the most job ready aro also needy.
While differences in need do xist, these differences
become difficult to measure. It should be remembered
that this countyls unemployment problem is long term
and structural. Thus, the county serves the most job
ready of the needy. Job readiness tends to be the
dominant characteristic.

In other cases an emphasis on the most job ready may

arise from an MAID stress on performance and cost effectiveness

in choosing from among proposals submitted by prospective

program operators. This is particularly the case if.the

contracting process involves performance-based or fixed-price

arrangements with service providers. Under these circumstances

the potential subcontractor is motivated to select the most job

ready to compete in the contractor selection process and meet

the terms of the subcontract. ODA staff may abet this procedure

if they see themselves as being evaluated on the performance of

the service providers.

11.

The following assessment comes from a jurisdiction with

a diverse eligible population where all services are provided

through subcontractors with fixed-price subcontracts. Here,

targeting means an equitable distribution of the funds on a

geographic basis and among different target'groups, not
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targeting within the eligible population. It is also

interesting to note that this jurisdiction is one of the few

where intake is done by the individual subcontractors rather

than centrally. It was noted earlier that central intake may -

control the targeting of individuals referred to subcontractors

and thus prevent selection of the most job ready among those

eligible.

In effect, the target groups and services were
determined by the RIP process. However, within each
area of the city, staff tried to avoid work experience
programs and emphasize those for the job-ready
individual because of the requirements for placement
and performairJe standards A deliberate city
attempt is to avoid the hard-to-serve population and
emphasize the job-ready because of the performance
standards.

The service mix that is chosen may also affect

participant selection. As noted earlier, entrance requirements

for classroom training and employer selection for on-the-job

training may affect overall selection procedures if a large

proportion of participants are enrolled in these two types of

programs. The following assessment comes from the Associate in

a jurisdiction emphasizing these program activities:

Currently, the region is spending twice
as much money on on-the-job training as
it is on classroom training and job search
assistance combined. The transition year
plan for the area called for equal allocations
to classroom and on-the-job training; the State plan
called for a ratio of roughly two dollars
for on-the-job training to every dollar for
classroom training. There is a lot of reluctance
from most prosf04tive employers to taking
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a youth. This likewise leads to creaming in
general, in order to get those most job
ready into training slots. This even
came up at a PIC meeting once -- that on-the-job
training slots are often difficult to fill because the
employers are so demanding, many not only wanting
someone who is job ready, but also someone who has at
least some xperience in the prospective occupation.
Given the heavy reliance on on-the-job training, the
staff has been reluctant to do much arm-twisting to get
the employers to take those they aren't very
interested in.

In sum, selection of the most job ready takes place

within an economically disadvantaged population. The factors

encouraging SDAs to take this approach are (1) the need to

produce desired results from within the eligible population,

(2) a service mix emphasising program activities with inherent

selection built into them, and (3) the desire of service

providers to meet the performance terms specified in their

contracts.

Targeting Those Mho Will Benefit Most from Training

Most SDAs in the sample indicated that they planned to

serve those in the eligible population who would benefit most

from the limited resources available. This middle of the

barrelu strategy may represent the best balance of selection

procedures for an SDA that faces resource constraints combined

with performance standards and wants to make sure that INTTPA is

not cBTA.11
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One SDA emphasised youths between sixteen and nineteen;

because of the large number of youths in its population, the

State required the SDA to spend 52 percent of Title IIA funds on

youths. This SDA offered only limited services to persons over

fifty-five, partly because PIC members and SDA staff felt these

older workers were not interested in full-time employment and

would be hard to place in on-the-job training slots. The

Associate summed up the MA's approach as follows:

The PIC and staff are united in the philosophy to serve
uthose who are most able to benefit from JTPA
services, which biases program participation away
from the hard-core labor market disadvantaged. This
view is strongly held by the staff who feel (on the
basis of their CETA experience) that trying to serve
the hard-core disadvantaged is a waste of time. This
same philosophy is held by those members of the PIC who
had experience in employment training programs
(vocational education and Employment Service
representatives).

Another reason for targeting away from the least
job-ready relates to the service mix, which for adults
is geared primarily to on-the-job training. For this
to generate high rates of positive termination, it is
necessary to provide a good umatchu between the program
participant and the training slot. In practice, this
translates into a program participant who is relatively
job ready, with good work habits and some related work
experience.

When discussing selection procedures, several

Associates mentioned motivation or ihe willingness to enter and

complete training. A number of SDAs believe that the limit on

stipends and support payments deters those who are motivated

only by the stipends and not by the training itself. However,

the shift to more emphasis on training may also alter the
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selection procedures. The following discussion comes from an

Associate in an SDA operated by a community college:

Beyond the groups targeted, there is some emphasis on
slob readyu clients. In order to be referred to
training a client must be able to function on an
ighth-grade English level and a seventh-grade math
level if recently out of school. Por those
out of school for a longer period, the levels are
seventh grade and fifth grade respectively. Clients
who do not meet those levels are placed in basic
education if slots are available. However, an
individual must be functioning at a fourth-grade level
to go into basic education.

The shift to a skill training program, more emphasis on

high placement rates and performance standards, private-sector

involvement, and the limitations on the use of stipends all

contribute to the philosophy of serving those who will most

directly benefit from training. The majority of the SDAs felt

that their selection procedures were in concert with the intent

of the JTPA legislation. This is exemplified by the assessments

of two Associates in rather different SDAs. The first is from

an SDA in a large city that had been a prime sponsor under the

CETA program:

The relationship between these large target populations
and the SDA's service mix is very limited because of
the prevailing philosophy among the employment and
training staff of the SDA that emphasizes
"trainability's as a central criterion for program
selection. BDA officials contend that target
population needs are vast and that JTPA resources are
scarce. Combined with performance-based contracting
incentives, these attitudes lead, not surprisingly, to
an emphasis on selection of those who are most likely
to benefit from training from the existing large target
groups. If clients do not make the cut, it is not
clear what happens to then. They clearly do not go
into JTPA programs. There was general agreement among
all those interviewed, from the president of the
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community college to the maior training subcontractor,
that the goal was to serve those who could benefit from
training atd who were willing to work. Everyone kept
emphasising that ',this is not CETA.11

The other quote is from a rural SDA where the State is

the administrative entity.

In selecting individuals to participate in JTPA, the
staff very consciously select those who have the best
prospects of completing training and being placed.
This is not hidden or viewed as something inappropriate
but rather is considered to be an inevitable result of
the legislation and the emphasis upon the private
sector and placement. The SDAgs current placement rate
is 90 percent and the staff attributes that success to
care in selection of clients. I should add that this
targeting strategy does appear consistent with the
service mix desired by the PIC with its emphasis on
on-the-job training.

Taraetina the Most in Need

Fewer than one in five jurisdictions attempted to

target the most in need in the eligible population. Some

mentioned a commitment to serving the most in need and making

them employable. According to the Associate from one rural

jurisdiction:

A priority system was overlaid upon the fundamental
program targeting (hard-core, most-in-need, unemployed)
and the variety of mandated levels for a variety of
groups. First priority is given to persons from
multiple target groups, consistent with the
most-in-need principle.

This philosophy is held by both the staff and the PIC.

It was made more palatable to the local elected officials by

adding those receiving general assistance as a target group in

the hope of reducing locgl welfare costs.
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As indicated arlier, various categories shade off into

one another. This is illustrated in the following quote from an

Associate in a large city that attempted to target the most

needy and yet found itself selecting the more advantaged within

its target groups.

The thre defined target populations and the percentage
they represent of the total JTPA eligible population
are as follows: (1) seventeen to twenty-one year olds,
29 percent; (2) twenty-two to forty-four year old high
school dropouts, 39 percent; and (3) single heads of
households who receive public assistance, 54
percent

The service mix responds to the generally low levels of
education of the JTPA pool. Within that pool those who
are most placetble in terms of factors such as
communication skills and attitude are preferred. The
PIC professes to deal with these skill deficiencies,
but those already possessing them will be in a more
advantageous position. The matter of spoken English'
communication cannot be fundamentally remedied in the
length of time of most of the programs.

Dual Programmina

Another interesting, but not new, variant of targeting

is to have diverse entry criteria differing by the type of

training offered and purposely structuring the program to serve

more than one distinct group. Several SDAs used this approach.

Two indicated that they served all three of the participant

categories--the job ready, those who would benefit the most from

training, and the most needy among the eligible population--and

that they clearly recognised the differences among these groups
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by assigning them to different types of training. A third SDA

served the most job ready and the neediest and even had targeted

percentages for service (53 percent and 47 percent respec-

tively). In addition, a number of the SDAs indicated that

while, in general, they attempted to serve one group or another,

they also ran smaller programs for the most needy in the

population.

There were always special programs for the particularly

hard to employ under CSTA, so this kind of programming is not

new; however, it appears to be a more conscious strategy under

JTPA and may reflect the greater local autonomy to tailor

programs to local needs and mesh JTPA with other activities.

There are two different strategies for running dual

programming. The first can be called the Hweighted averageu

approach. Part of the programming is designed to provide the

more job-ready participants with short, low-cost service and

place them in unsubsidised employment. This approach not only

provides needed services to the job ready but also allows the

SDA to meet the performance standards.

It thus allows SDAs to provide programs for the uriskieru

individuals--those who require more intensive service or have

less chance of being placed--and still satisfy the entered

employment and cost per placement standards. Prom the example
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cited above, if 53 percent of the job-ready participants are put

into on-the-job training, an activity with an average 80 percent

placement rate, and 47 percent in a remedial education program

with a 28 percont placement rate, the weighted average placement

rate for both program components is 55 percent--the national

placement standard for adults.

Where there is local disagreement about the most appropriate

target groupo.this program may be ideal since the definition of

the right group depends on a choice among worthy objectives.

The second strategy, which appears to be more preva-

lent, provides generally smaller programs for the most needy.

The bulk of the program is operated for those most likely to

directly benefit from training. If performance standards are to

be met, only a relatively small amount of resources are left for

an expensive and intensive program for those in need of basic

skills training or remedial education. Often these special

programs are targeted, as noted above, to those with especially

severe barriers to employment such as dropouts, the handicapped,

offenders, displaced homemakers, and older workers.

This approach has the advantage of meeting the

performance standards set by the Federal Department of Labor,

the State, and the PIC while still providing some service to the

Q
6-35 ,

228



most disadvantaged. These programs may be important, especially

where these groups of disadvantaged persons are involved in

making program decisions.

This type of programming is also advantageous because

it often is at least partially supported out of 6 percent or 3

percent set-aside money and does not come under the performance

standards. However, enrollees are served under Title Ilk and

can be included in the enrollee and terminee characteristics

report.

The following Associate assessment illustrates a conscious

decision to have this kind of differential progzamming:

The PlCIs overall philosophy of actual targeting
appears to be a mix of strategies. They want to serve
job-ready applicants, believing that these individuals
will be most successful in obtaining employment. The
job ready are also the most attractive to employers,
whom JTPA should serve as well. In addition, however,
the PlC wants to serve the most needy and those who are
not job ready. This is reflected in the service mix,
which includes a cross section of programs. Thus some
JTPA programs are selected for the most needy (GED,
English) and some for those who are job ready (job
search) and those who are the most trainable (OJT and
some classroom training) The emphasis, how ever,
appears to be on those who are most job ready
Ellatively few slots are available in GED and English.

During the earlier observation, we noted in the SDA report

that two programs were being offered in one jurisdiction, a

large city that had been a CETA prime sponsor. One program,

operated by the grant recipient (the city), was targeted on the

most disadvantaged ampmthe eligible population. The other,



operated directly by the PIC, was based largely on the use of

on-the-job training and was designed to serve employers. That

arrangement has been maintained. However, the proportion of the

resources devoted to the PIC-operated program has increased from

15 percent to one-third of the Title IIA allocation.

6.5 Conclusions

No jurisdiction is serving only the most job ready or

only those most in need. All provide some service to each

group; the differences are in the degree and the direction of

their attention. These differences in emphasis nevertheless

are sufficiently evident to allow development of the categories

of targeting strategies discussed above.

Several aspects of an SDAls program are related, such

as procedures for outreach, choice of participants, the rix of

services provided, and strategies for placement. These elements

of the selection procedure are consistent with the philosophy of

the PIC and the interests of the various constituencies within

the jurisdiction.

Finally, provisions for more local autonomy and

private-sector input have reduced the emphasis under CETA on

enrolling persons who need extensive services. However,
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virtually all jurisdictions have to some degree emphasised

significant segments and special target groups. In summary, the

program has retained the basic character of a public program

designed to serve those who need labor market assistance.
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7. TITLE IIA SERVICE MIX AND OUTCOMES

Once Title IIA participants have been selected, what

types of training do they receive, and how do they fare in the

job market after they leave training? This chapter focuses on

those questions.

Specifically, this chapter presents information on how

many enrollees were placed in each kind of training, how many

were given each kind of training at some time during their stay

in JTPA, how many found jobs after training, what wages they

earned in those jobs, and how much JTPA money was spent for each

trainee who obtained a job. It also discusses the extent to

which participants were paid stipends or need-based payments.

In the winter 1984 round of field research, the

Associates were able to obtain preliminary information on Title

IIA services by interviewing local program operators, inspecting

SDA plans, and, to an etent, reviewing 8DA operations data.

For the latest round, aclimer, the Associates discovered that

reliable, couparable dsta m,re not available for all SDAs, for

reasons explained in Al.imudix A, at the end of this report.
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9, obtain the information ve sought for the sons in our

sample, Wield Assesiates meld have needed to search the files

for every restisiraat, task they were instructed not to

perform. As a result, this charter relies heavily on the

Malmo ef tin Sob ?valuta' Loagitudinal Survey (MS), which

gathers data mint& enrollees and terminate in a nationally

represemtative sample of 194 SOM. Some information in this

shorter was gathered by the Wield Associates from on-the-job

training soatramto tot ger smaller sample of ODAs.

7.1 inUtiallasa

She SIAS is prommred by the U.S. Department of Labor,

and the data is 'sliest's& by the Surat* of the Census, which

enemiase admiaistrative reoords maintained by Service Delivery

Asses. Ome semremeat ot OILS is kaown as the welick turnaroundu

(0) data, admiaistrative data collected and reported each

quarter. Serexate Of reports am issued on current enrollees

and sal people who have loft glIPA training progress. This

Chapter mess glr data for the transition year (October 1959

through June 111$4).



ILtia =A Enrollment

The stimated total nrollment in Title iiA programs

during the nine-month transition period was 585,700. JTL8

classifies new nrollees according to the first activity in

which they participate, called the ninitial program assigment.

The distribution of new enrollees by major category of initial

program assignment follows:

Initial Program gstimated
ENOWX PercentAmmignaint

Classroom training 234,200 40
On-the-job training 130,300 22
Job search assistance 123,100 21
Work experience 40,500 7
Other 57,800 lk

TOTAL 585,700 100

NOTE: NUmbers do not total due to weighting
and rounding.

An estimated two-fifths of all new enrollees during

TY84 entered classroom training as an activity. More detailed

data indicate that of those participating in classroom training,

over 80 percent were in some kind of skills training as opposed

to basic education.

About one-fifth of new enrollees were first assigned to

each of two other types of training: on-the-job training and job

search assistance. The notheru category -- the first assignment
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of one-tenth of new enrollees -- is a catch-all for less common

program types, such as counseling, assessment, or supportive

services only.

Only an estimated 7 percent of enrollees enter a work

experience program initially. This finding reflects the

restriction on subsidised employment under JTVA. More detailed

data show that less than 30 percent of all those ntering work

experience (an stimated 11,000 nationally) entered in-school

programs.

When ve break down the initial program assignments for

adults and for youths (under twenty-two years of age at the time

of JTVA application), we obtain the following figures:

Initial Program
Adult Youth

New Enrollees New Enrollees
Assignment Maim Percent maim Percent

Classroom training 146,800 41.3 87,400 37.9
On-the-job training 92,300 26.0 38,000 16.5
Job search assistance 75,000 21.1 48,100 20.9
Work experience 10,300 2.9 30,100 13.1
Other 30.900 8.7 26.900 _11±7

TOTAL 355,300 100.0 230,500 100.1

Nigher proportions of youths are enrolled in work

experience programs and lower proportions in the traditional

training progiams, especially on-the-job training.



Of all new enrollees in the JTL8 sample, 39.3 percent

were youths. This proportion is up slightly from the first six

months of JT2A operation but still below 40 percent. This means

that expenditure on youths is below the 40 percent of Title XIA

dollars required by the act.

Title XIA Terminations

An estimated 350,300 persons were terminated from Title

IXA during the transition year (TY84). This estimate, combined

with the earlier total for new enrollees during the same period,

means that an estimated 235,500 participants carried over into

program year 1984 (PY84).

The following table shows the distribution of terminees

by program activity. These figures are based on all types of

activities that the terminees participated in during their stay

in the program, not just the initial assignment. Most parti-

cipants finish the program in the same type of activity they

started in, but some participate in more than one major

activity; on termination, these people are classified as

participants in multiple activities.

722 6



The estimated distribution of termineas from Title IIA

during TY84 was:

Program
Activity

Estimated
=WU Percent

Classroom training 127,900 37
On-the-job training 76,300 22
Job search assistance 81,800 23
Work experience 25,100 7
Multiple and other activities 39.200 IL
TOTAL 350,300 100

The percentage distribution activity differs only

slightly from earlier data on new enrollees. The slight shift

into the uothern category is due to the participants with

multiple activities; the slight increase in the proportion with

job search assistance is due to the typically shorter stays

associated with this type of activity.

Program Outcomes

JTLS data permit us to compare how closely the =As in

the JTLS sample came to meeting national standards for certain

aspects of program outcomes. Keep in mind, however, that

standards for a particular SDA can be adjusted to reflect local

conditions, as explained in Chapter 10.

The percentage of Title nit terminees who find jobs

after they leave the program is called the Ilentered employment
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retell (ER). The nationwide EER standard for the transition

year was 58 percent for adults and 41 percent for youths.

The JTLS stimates of the EER for adults and youths are

given below by program activity.

Program
Activity

entered Employment Rate
Mat Youths All Terminees

Classroom training 57 54 56
On-the-job training 80 73 78
Job search assistance 72 72 72
Work xperience 67 34 42
Other ii Al 64

OVERALL 69 57 64

The overall SERB were well above the national

performance standards for both adults and youths. Adult

terminees from classroom training missed the mark by only one

percentage point, but youth terminees from work experience

failed to meet the national performance standards for placement

at termination by seven percentage points.

It should be noted that a substantial proportion of

youths who terminated from work experience programs had been

enrolled in in-school programs, which have an EER of just over

20 percent. It might be more appropriate to consider program

outcomes other than employment, as positive for youth. Such

outcomes as entering the armed forces, returning to school,

taking other training, completing a major education level or,
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for those under sixteen years of age, completing program

objectives, are, in fact, considered positive outcomes for

youths. The overall positive outcom rate for all youths is 66

percent: for youth terminees from work experience, it is 54

percent. The national performance standard for the youth

positive termination rate, however, is 82 percent.

Wage at termination is another standard of performance

set at the national level for adults who entered employment.

The national standard is $4.90 per hour.

The hourly wages at termination from JTL8 for all

terminees during TY84 are provided below by program activity and

for youths and adults separately.

=MB
Activity

Average Hourly Wage Rate at Termination

Adults X2Mth All Terminees

Classroom training $4.83 $4.20 $4.60
On-the-job training $4.85 $4.18 $4.67
Job search assistance $4.70 $3.97 $4.46
Work experience $4.66 $3.73 $4.06
Other 113_11 12:11 $4.38

OVERALL $4.77 $4.06 $4.53

None of the average wages kuals or exceeds the per-

formance measure. Adult terminees from classroom and on-the-job

training come within a nickel an hour of the average wage

standard, but terminees from other types of activities fall

short by twenty cents or more.
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For Title IIA participants who entered jobs after

classroom training, the placement wage averaged $4.60 per hour;

for terminees from on-the-job training, it was $4.67 per hour.

In past training programs, on-the-job training terminees have

typically earned more than classroom training terminees. Under

JTPA, however, terminees from basic skills training who entered

employment had an average wage of $4.70, higher than for both

on-the-job training terminees and other classroom training

terminees.

7.2 Emphasis on OJT

On-the-job training (01X": has been more heavily

emphasised under JTPA than it war, under CETA. During the

transition year, more than one-fifth of JTPA Title IIA enrollees

were in on-the-job training progr,ms. JTLS data show an

estimate of 22 percent, and Field Associates found an average of

21 percent for the twenty-four St,4 in our study where

disaggregated data were avai'sh' from administrative records.

In fiscal year 1976, on-the-job training programs enrolled

9 percent of all CETA participants except those in youth work

experience programs. During the next four fiscal years this

share ranged from a low of 10 percent to a high of only

11 percent.1

4The Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Report No. 14
Westat, Inc. Prepared for Office of Program Evaluation,
Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of
Labor, January 1982. f)e-

-,.
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These figures for CETA, however, include participants

in public service employment, which accounted fo4135 to 45

percent of all CETA participants but is not an allowable

activity under JTPA. If we exclude both public.iirvice

employment and youth work experience participants,from the CETA

figures, on-the-job training accounted for 15. pe*cint of CETA

participants in PY 1979 and 19 percent in PT 1880. These

figures are still lower than the on-the-job trai4n# percentages

for JTPA, but only slightly lower. Thus the sis4 Of the

increase for on-the-job training depends on which method of

comparison is used.

Of the twenty-four SDAs for which Field' Associates were

able to gather detailed enrollment data, more than half

enrolled at least one-quarter of their TY84 partielpants in OJT

slots. In one SDA, on-the-job training enrollees accounted for

95 percent of total participants; in another 8DA4the figure was

60 percent.

Percent Enrollee* NUmber Percent
In OJT of SDAs of SDAs

0- 15 8 33.3
16- 30 7 29.2
31- 45 6 25.0
46- 50 1 4.2
51-100
TOTAL 24

. 100.0



According to Field Associates, many reasons for this

increased emphasis have been cited, including the following:

1. Wages paid to participants who find jobs
provide udirect and immediate benefit to the
client.. and avoid the need for subsistence
payments.

2. Emphasis on outcomes or the use of performance-
based contracting implies high placement rates.

3. A shift to economic development concerns, along
with more direct private-sector involvement
through the PiCs, induces closer relationships
between private business and 8DA operations.
The on-the-job training contacts and contracts are
often a direct result of these closer
relationships.

in many 8DAs a greater on-the-job training emphasis was

limited only by their inability to negotiate additional

contracts. in several SDAs, officials said the market for

on-the-job training slots was saturated. Even though eligible

clients were available, not enough employers could be found.

Development of On-the-Job Training Contracts

According to reports from the Associates, BDAs use two

basic kinds of approaches in developing on-the-job training

contracts with employers. in one approach, the SDA lets

contracts, usually through an RFP process, to subcontractors.

The subcontractors perform all of the necessary promotion and

contract negotiation to develop the slots, although the SDA

might have veto power with respect to each contract. most of

these subContracts are performance-based, and a majority of the

t it At:

te.;,1t.
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subcontractors are community-based organizations. Although this

is a service provided by the Employment Service in all SDAs in

the sample, Employment Service is not a major on-the-job

training contractor. The SDAs where on-the-job training was

subcontracted were generally large, and most indicated no

particular inoreased emphasis on these activities.

In the second model fc. ou-the-job training slot

development, the SDAs perform all necessary promotion and

contract negotiation functions using their own staff of job

developers. Sixty-five percent of the SDAs developed contracts

through in-house job developers working as staff of the PIC or

administrative entity. Most SDAs that emphasized on-the-job

training used job dwvelopers rather than an on-the-job training

subcontractor. These wore generally the smaller or more rural

SDAs. In a few cases, businesses sought out the PIC or SDA

staff in order to set up a contract, and the SDA simply wrote

the contract.

The actual development of training slots varied

somewhat, ven among SDAs using their own staff job developers.

some assigned developers to particular types of businesses or

industries, while others had geographic areas or specific

territories to cover. Some developers had no other assignments

while others had additional staff duties. In any case, the

procedure itself also varied and its success often depended on

the relationship between the PIC and the local business

community.
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In the typical procedure, a contract was developed with

an employer for a particular job opening. Several eligible

individuals would then be sent to the employer, who would

interview them and select one or more. Sometimes on-the-job

training slots were developed for specific eligible

individuals. In these cases, negotiations for the contract

included a specific client or clients. In one instance, there

was evidence that some training slots were developed from

existing employment situations. That is, the job was filled by

the employer, then the SDA was contacted to determine if the new

employee was eligible and, if so, an on-the-job training

contract was written for the job.

On-The-Job Training Contracts Under JTPA

With few exceptions, on-the-job training contracts

negotiated by the SDAs were with small, local businesses. Also,

most contracts involved training for a single job, although

frequently the employer would sign a new contract after the

trainee had completed the first program.

The estimated percentage distribution of the number of

hours of training contracted for in Title IIA contracts is

7-13 244
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given below. These data were derived from a sample2 of

on-the-job training contracts randomly selected from each of the

8DA5 in our study.

EMMI22X
of Weeks

'Percentage of
Contracted Jobs

Less than 6 13
6 - 10 19
11 - 14 25
14 - 20 23
21 - 26 15
More than 26 5

TOTAL 100

The average length of training for an on-the-job

training contract was 611 hours, or just over fifteen weeks.

However, this average is influenced by a few contracts for more

than fifty weeks. The median length of the sample OJT contracts

is thirteen weeks.

This does not mean that the median length of time a

JTPA participant actually spends in on-the-job training is

thirteen weeks, however. JTL8 data show that the actual median

for TY84 was 11.8 weeks. The main reason actual stay is less

2
In each sample MA, a random sample of twenty OJT contracts

was obtained. The information presented may be thought of as
equally weighted across the 8DAs rather than proportional to the
enrollment of participants within the 8DAs. Theoretically, the
sample could have included 800 contracts. However, some 8DA5
did not have any OJT contracts and some had a total of less than
twenty OJT contracts. The final sample is composed of 609
contracts.
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than called for in contracts is that a significant number of

people in on-the-job training leave training early, either

because they quit or are hired full-time. A second but less

important reason is that some OJT slots for which contracts have

been written are never filled. SDAs sometimes cannot find

qualified applicants to fill slots that require relatively high

skill levels. Because the contracts for these slots typically

call for long training periods, failure to fill them creates a

gap between median data for contracts and median data for actual

trainees.

The median length of stay in on-the-job training under

JTPA is shorter than it was under CETA, by as much as two to'

three weeks. Data for CETA are available from the Continuous

Longitudinal Manpower Survey (CLMS), a research effort similar

to JTLS. Because CMS data exclude people who stayed in

training programs for less than eight days, the JTLS data on

JTPA have been adjusted to make them comparable. When this is

done, the resulting data show that for CETA participants who

entered on-the-job training during FY80, the median length of

stay was fourteen weeks for youths and fifteen weeks for adults.

For JTPA, the comparable figure for TY84 was 12.1 weeks, with no

significant difference between youths and adults. JTLS is

expected to produce more detailed data on this point at a later

date.
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In many SOU, most on-the-job training contracts were

for eatry-level jabs that paid the SWIM hourly wage Of 43.35

er eleee te it. Mewever, there was wide variation. Many

sampled sentreets were for jobs with hourly wages of 47, 40, or

even mere. la some 'Ohs, most training slots were in service

eeempatieas while is others the majority were in nechanical or

operative eeeapatioas.

Am imdioation of the shill levels called for in

ea-the-job training slots may be obtained from th wages

speeified in the oentraets. The percentage distribution for all

sampled mistrusts, by **looted wage intervals, follows:

Stataaat
lisulzises of contracts

Less than $3.50 14
$3.40 - 4.49 32
$4.10 - 4.49 31
$5.50 - 4.49 11
$4.50 and more 10

Of jobs described in the sample of on-the-job training

ooatracts, the average hourly wage gas $4.75. The average is

pulled ap slightly by a few contracts with very high wages. The

median hourly contrsot wage was 44.50.

This average vage is somewhat less than the national

performance standard for placement wages of $4.90 per hour.
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Because this national standard can be adjusted for a particular

S DA to reflect local conditions, however, we compared actual

wages with the local standard on an SDA-by-SDA basis. That is,

ach SDA's adjusted wage standard was compared with wages

specified in the sample of training contracts for that same

SDA. Only 44 percent of the contracts had average contract

wages that equaled or exceeded the performance standard for the

SDA in which the contract was wri tten.

In sum, a JTPA participant is about twice as likely to

be placed in on-the-job training as a =TA participant wrls, but

JTPA participants typically have a shorter stay than their CETA

counterparts did. Because nearly four out of five participants

find jobs (79 percent for all terminees during the transition

year), on-the-job training helps raise the overall placement

rate (BER) and helps lower the cost per placement. However, the

average wage of terminees from on-the-job training is now lower

than the average wage of terminees from classroom skill

training. Further, based on the average wage for the sample of

contracts from the process study, slightly more than half of

these contracts have wages below the performance standard for

the SDA. Therefore, on-the-job training as a program activity

does not help most SDAs meet their performance standard for the

average wage at placement.
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7.3 Stipends and Need-Based Payments

Section 108 of JTPA states that a maximum of 30 percent

of an SDAIs Title IIA allocation can be used for purposes other

than training. Further, no more than 15 percent of the

allocation can be used to cover administrative costs. If the

entire 15 percent is used for administration, SDAs can use the

remaining 15 percent to pay stipends or provide need-based

support services, or both. In addition, half of all wages paid

under a work experience program (excluding youth tryout

employment) must be counted toward the 30 percent limit. SDAs

may apply to the State for a waiver of the 30 percent limit if

additional support is needed for hard-to-serve target

populations.

In the winter 1984 observation of JTPA implementation

by SDAs, Associates found that only two of the sample SDAs

applied for waivers of the limit. And, while two-thirds of the

SDAs in the sample paid some form of stipend or need-based

support, the payments were substantially lower than those under

the CETA program. The limit on stipends was reported to have

two effects. First, it limited the ability of program operators

to enroll youth participants and caused them to focus program

activities on eligibles with alternative sources of assistance,

such as APDC recipients. Second, there vas evidence that many

SDAs turned to short-term training to reduce the need for

stipends.
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In this round of observation, Associates found that SDA

staff and PIC members gnrally accepted th fact that Congress

intended to limit payments to trainees. Nevertheless, SDAs

differed in their responses to this limit.

Two clear groups of SDAs were found. In almost

three-quarters of the MAD in the sample, officials feel the

limits effectively weed out program eligibles who are more

interested in collecting a stipend than learning a skill. Most

of these SDAs pay no stipends and provide need-based payments

only to a limited number of participants.

In the remaining EIDAs, the support limits are thought

to be unnecessarily restrictive. Some officials indicate that

the limits have hurt their ability to enroll youths and the

'Imre needy adults, and forced an abandonment of long-term

training programs. Four of these SDAs have sought waivers of

the support limits, while others have taken steps to offset the

problems attributed to the limit.

SDAs That Pay Small or No Stioends

The first group consists of twenty-seven SDAs. In

these SDAs, the local philosophy is consistent with the

perception that Congress did not want people paid to participate

in training. SDA officials argue that a waiver application and

subsequent payment of large stipends would send out the wrong

7-19
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signal to persons they believe are primarily interested in

collecting a stipend. An Associate from an ODA with this

philosophy explains:

The ODA has sought no waiver from the 30 percent
limit.... The ODA has decided as a matter of
policy not to pay stipends and has limited
need-based payments to transportation and child
care expenditures. The absence of stipends is not
because of the 30 percent limit but is rather the
result of ODA and PIC policy. The PIC wants JTPA
to be a training program with motivated participants,
not a social welfare program

In another SDA where JTPA services are provided through

several subcontractors, PIC members and service providers

applaud the stipend limits in the law. The director of a major

community-based organisation feels large stipends attract

uprogram hoppers -- individuals who jump from one Federal

training program to another in response to the stipendsot Two

PIC members from this SDA argue that the stipend limits ensure

that only those serious about training will be served.

Seventeen of the twenty-seven SDAs in this group pay no

stipends. Instead, they make need-based payments to help defray

the costs associated with.participation in the JTPA program.

These payments are usually made in tile form of transportation

allowances, child care assistance, and meal expenses.3

3 .
Stmpends and need-based payments in these SDAs are generally
distinguished as follows: Stipends are additional payments made
to all program participants during the training period.
Need-based payments are funds provided to select groups of
program participants to cover specific expenses such as child
care costs.
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Most of the other ten SDAs in this group provide small

stipends ach week or month. Several of these allow service

providers to set support levels. A few SDAs still limit the

need for large stipends by targeting Title IIA resources on

program eligibles receiving unemployment insurance payments or

public assistance. An Associate explains:

The ODA does not provide need-based payments
The PM* rationale was that current support
payments of $16 weekly for those in classroom
training was sufficient for the needs of
the client population, more than 60 percent of whom
receive some form of public assistance....

SDAs That Provide Substantial Support Payments

Thirteen SDAs approach the support payments issue

slightly differently. Four of these requested a waiver of the

30 percent limit; the other nine provide nearly the maximum

amount of allowed support through various combinations of

stipends and need-based payments.

Officials in the SDAs in this group insist that the

limits on support maXe it harder for them to enroll

disadvantaged persons in long-term training programs. In

addition to granting need-based payments or stipends to some

participants, these SDAs have tried to offset these problems by

reducing support payments and providing shorter-term training

programs, such as on-the-job training, that generate immediate
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income; reducing work experience as a program activity; moving

stipend payments from the nontraining support category and

including them as a training cost in fixed unit contracts;

keeping administrative costs down through heavy reliance on

performance-based contracting and using the money saved to pay

stipends; and generating outside funds as a source of needed

support payments.

The following quotes from several Associates typify

some strategies:

To comply with the strictures, the SDA has limited
need-based payments to $1 per hour, based on
attendance. In addition the SDA has reduced the
length of training programs and has diminished
the role of work experience. To meet client needs
for income, the SDA has moved to increase reliance on
on-the-job training and selects the more job ready
for training

In another SDA:

The SDA did not request a waiver of the 30 percent
limit.... The SDA has reduced its emphasis on work
experience and limits need-based payments to $20
per week for those with no other income. The PIC
provides an on-site day care facility with a training
component, and this enables the PIC to split day care
costs with training

In a large SDA:

In terms of need-based payments, most participants
receive...$5 per day up to $25 per week. However,
participants receiving unemployment compensation in
excess of $25 per week and those receiving upgrading
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or retraining wages will not receive a need-based
payment.... Inmates of correctional institutions and
in-school youths receive $2 per day.... The [ODA] has
not applied for a waiver because they belive the
State would not approve it.

From an Associate in an ODA seeking a waiver of the support

limits:

The ODA staff whom we interviewed underscored that
the limits have affected youth participation in the
JTPA program. The $4 per day stipend is almost
nothing. In order to attract youths, the ODA is
currently examining ways to change its tryout
employment and work experience options. The ODA,
moreover, would like a waiver of the 15 percent
cap for work experience activities and has been
working with the State to articulate a
defensible case on this issue
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8. YOUTH IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

The JTPA legislation mandates that 40 percent of Title

IIA expenditures be on participants between the ages of sixteen

and twenty-one. Preliminary findings from the earlier round of

the study indicated that for various reasons, the youth

expenditure requirement would be a problem for many SDAs, and

was likely to substantially affect service mix, participant

characteristics, and SDA-State relations.

During the observation which is the basis of this

report, Associates were asked to respond to various questions

related to State and SDA implementation of the youth expenditure

requirement. Specific issues included how States and SDAs

handled, and the extent to which they suceeded in meeting, the

youth expenditure requirements; the factors that contributed to

their success or lack of it; the characteristics of youth JTPA

participants; and the overall effect of the 40 percent

expenditure requirement on State-SDA relations.

8.1 Youth Participant Characteristics

Por the transition year, the characteristics of youth

JTPA enrollees may be contrasted with adult enrollees using data

from the Job Training Longitudinal Survey (JTLS). A comparison

of characteristics is shown in Table 8-1.
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Table 8-1. Youth and Adult Enrollees, TY84 (Percentages)

Characteristic Youths/Under 22 Adults

Percent of total enrollees 38 62

Sex
Male 51 51
Female 49 49

Ethnicity
White 49 58
Black 36 28
Hispanic 11 9
Other Minority 4 4

Family Status
Single parent 12 28
Parent in two-parent family 5 27
Other family member 49 12
Nondependent individual 34 34

Annualized Family Income
Less than $61000 73 80
$61000 - $9,999 16 12
$10,000 - $15/999 8 5
Greater than $161000 3 3

Percent receiving AFDC or
general assistance at time
of application 23 26

Percent dislocated workers 6 24

Percent UI claimant or UI
exhaustee at time of
application 6 33
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With respect to demographic characteristics, there is

no difference in representation by sex between youth and adult

participants, while nonwhites are represented in slightly higher

proportions among youth. Regarding family income, youth

participants appear slightly less disadvantaged than their adult

counterparts, with a slightly higher proportion falling into the

upper income categories. In addition, the receipt of either

AFDC or general assistance is slightly lower for youths than for

adults.

As expected, a much smaller proportion of youth

participants are parents, while a much larger proportion of

youths (almost 50 percent) are dependent family members.

Finally, and again as expected, youth participants appear much

less experienced in the labor market, than adults, as shown by

the percentages who were dislocated workers and the percentages

who were receiving unemployment insurance compensation or had

already exhausted their unemployment insurance.

8.2 Youth-Related Issues at the State Level

States may alter the general 40 percent youth

expenditure requirement to adjust for variations among 8DAs in

the proportion of disAdvantaged youths in the total population;

257
8-3



such adjustment was made in twenty-nine of the SDAs sampled.

States can also grant waivers from the requirements, as was done

for two SDAs.

On the other side of the coin, States also may add to

the Federal targeting requirements for youths. They may specify

certain subcomponents of youths for targeting and performance

measures and standards, and may add performance measures and

standards related to either youth service levels or outcomes.

About two-thirds of the States sampled identified

youths in general, or subcomponents of youths, as a statewide

target group. The other third either did not specify youths or

did not name any statewide target groups. In addition, five of

the twenty States sampled specifically identified school

dropouts for service, while others identified minority youths,

youths with special needs (especially school dropouts), and uat

risku youths (especially potential dropouts and teenage mothers)

as specific subcomponents of youths to be served.

With respect to the performance measures, most sample

States did not add to or modify the Federal measures for

youths. For about 73 percent of the States, the performance

measures established by the State for both TY84 and PY84 were

the same as those established by Federal guidelines. (see

Chapter 10 for a discussion of these measures.) These measures

were the entered employment rate, the positive termination rate,
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and cost per positive termination. The remaining Stated only

slightly modified these basic three. One State added a uspecial

populationu entered employment rate (which was added for TY84,

but deleted for P184). Another substituted cost per entered

employment for the Federal cost per positive termination

category for T184, but then returned to the Federal measure for

P184. Still another State added enrollment and placement

measures and standards for females, minorities, and the

handicapped.

Given their performance measures and standards, about

80 percent of the sample States anticipated problems meeting the

youth standards. The most troublesome of the three appears to

be the positive termination rate. For youths, a upositive

terminationu can be not only finding a job but also entering the

armed forces, taking other training, going back to school after

having dropped out, or mastering certain ucompetenciesu

specified by the SDAs. One Associate reported that the State had

set its expected positive termination rate too high, erroneously

believing that youths who simply continued in school could be

counted as positive terminations.

Several Associates reported that the main reason their

State had failed to meet either the positive termination

standard or the cost per positive termination standard was the
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lack of established youth competencies. As one Associate

writes:

is expected that, in general, SDAs will do
very well in meeting or xceeding adult
performance standard. (with the possible exception
of the average wage at placement), but may do poorly
in meeting youth performance standards. The reason for
the latter is that many SDAs do not as yet have
youth-based competencies in place, so that measured
positive terminations will be low.

In this case, the problem is seen as short-run: once the

youth-based competencies are in place in PY84, no problem with

achieving youth performance standards is expected.

A final issue relates to the the State-SDA relations

over the 40 percent youth expenditure issue, which is explained

later in this chapter. State and BDA responses suggest that the

youth requirement is an important issue, but so far is not a

problem for SDA-State relations. In general, SDAs feel that

their States have responded to their concerns, either by

adjusting the regulation appropriately or by granting waivers to

the requirement. In addition, some States have apparently

promised leniency to SDAs that do not achieve the requirement --

at least for the transition year. Several SDAs, for instance,

reported that their States do not view it as a liability issue.

In the words of one Associate:

....this SDA is very oriented to goal achievement.
The SDA did not meet the 44 percent target set by
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the State for youth expendituresi but it did
aehleve 311.2 percent. it is seen as a slight problem
from the point of view of twisting the program in the
diseetlea of youths. it is not seen as a problem for
disallowed eosts slime the State has indicated
they de not regard this as grounds for disallowed
costs. This ODA is engaging in more professional
advertising for youth participants, but the
Maio truth is that the lack of stipends hurts
the youth program seriously. On the other hand, if
there is to penalty for missing the expenditure goal,
there is little inoentie to try harder.

6.3

While the =A report form for this phase of the study

did not explicitly ask the Associates to discuss the service mix

for youths, about half (nineteen SDAs) gave specific information

on the types of training programs their Mks have established

for youths. Of those reporting on this topic, six noted that no

special service mix existed for youths. in these sDAs, adults

and youths participate in essentially the same types of training

programs, or special youth programs are very srAll. In the

remaining thirteen SDAs, however, the Associates identified one

or more special training programs designed specifically to serve

a majority of that SDAss youth population.



These programs, and the number of SDAs reporting their

use, are listed below:

Ingxam Number of SDAs Reporting Use

Tryout mployment 7
Exemplary youth programs 6
Work xperience 3
Youth employment competencies 3
On-the-job-training 2
Classroom training 2
Pre-employment training

for high school seniors 2
In-school computer literacy 1
Special youth counseling 1

While this list is not xhaustive, it does indicate the

types and relative importance of the various training programs

designed xplicitly for youths.

Exemplary youth programs include preemployment skills

training, entry employment, or services to aid in the transition

from school to work. Tryout employment provides up to 250 hours

of part-time employment during the school year or full-time

employment during the summer in private firms for students who

do not plan to attend college. These should be jobs for which

they would not otherwise be considered. while the youths are in

tryout employment they are provided compensation out of JTPA

funds in lieu of wages. Youth employment competencies are

specific skills or educational attainments recognized by the

PIC.
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8.4 Special Target Groups for Youths

The act requires all SDAs to enroll a substantial

number of youths, and identifies special target populations

within the youth category. The choice of special youth target

groups may be expected to reflect demographic variations between

SDAs, as well as the MA's view of which particular groups, if

any, aro most in need of service.

The choice of a particular youth target group may

affect the SDAIs ability to achieve targeted performance

standards. Specifically, since continuing in school cannot be

counted as a positive termination for a youth participant, some

SDAs choose to target program participation away from high

school juniors and toward high school seniors, school dropouts,

or high school graduates. Slightly over half of the Associates

reported that their SDAs had included uyouths as a losignificant

segmentu in their two-year plans, and most further identified

one or more special subcomponents of youth to be served. By

far, the most frequently identified special youth group was high

school dropouts, identified about 73 percent of the time. Other
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special youth groups identified by some SDAs included high

school graduates, teenage parents, and unemployed or

underemployed youths. In seven SDAs, high school seniors were

identified as a special target group, with two SDAs establishing

special training programs for them.

While the evidence from this phase of the study

indicates that SDAs did not recruit high school juniors, the

motive is not clear. A few Associates reported that performance

standards considerations kept their SDAs from trying to attract

these students. In fact, most SDAs stayed away from high school

students in general, choosing to serve either dropouts or Aigh

school graduates. It is clear, however, that when SDAs elected

to serve high school students, they uniformly chose high school

seniors over juniors.

8.5 The 40 Percent Youth Expenditure Reauirement

In the earlier phase of this study, a majority of SDAs

indicated some concern over their ability to meet the youth

expenditure requirement. The 40 percent requirement for SDAs

may be adjusted by States to account for variations in the
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incidence of youths among the local disadvantaged population.

Of the forty sample SDAs, twenty-nine (73 percent) received such

an adjustment. The adjusted spending requirement in these SDAs

ranged from a low of 26 percent to a high of 52 percent. In

addition, SDAs may petition the State for a waiver of their

youth expenditure requirement. Only two of the forty SDAs

sampled asked their States for a reduction in their adjusted

youth expenditure requirement, and both requests were granted.

The distribution of adjusted youth expenditure requirements for

the sample SDAs is as follows:

Adjusted Expenditure Requirement

Less than 35
35 percent -
40 percent
40.1 percent
Greater than

percent
39.9 percent

- 45 percent
45 percent

Percent of SDAs

26
27
12
12

Note that of the twenty-nine SDAs receiving adjustments away

from the 40 percent level, about two-thirds were adjusted

downward, while one-third were adjusted upward.

Although only two SDAs asked for a waiver of their

youth expenditure requirement, virtually all Associates reported

that their SDAs were having difficulty meeting their required

levels. In explaining why they had problems in enrolling large

numbers of youths, SDA officials most often pointed to the Act's

limit on supportive services, which restricted the availability
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of stipends and the potential size of work experience programs.

Both stipends and work experience are attractive to youths.

Still, most Associates reported that their SDAs would attain

their adjusted youth expenditure requirements. One Associate,

who was sure his SDA would make its requirement, reported:

This SDA is the only ODA in the State that surpassed
the 40 percent youth requirement in the transition
year. When asked how this was accomplished, the
SDA administrator said they bought computer
equipment for every school district in the ODA. The
computers permit self-directed remedial work using
computer-directed teaching packages, and assure that
JTPA-eligraie youth will become minimally computer
literate. In addition, the SDA is programming a
large tryout employment program for youth.

While the SDA is expected to make its youth expenditure

requirement, the Associate continued:

Everyone we talked with considered the youth
requirement too high. They thought that programs
that would not receive funds got them because of the
pressure to spend youth monies.

The preliminary data available during the interview period

showed that of the forty SDAs sampled, twenty-five (63 percent)

believed they would make their youth expenditure requirements,

while the other fifteen (37 percent),were either doubtful or

were sure that they would not.

Because not all SDAs appeared likely to meet the

required expenditure levels, it is important to identify, if

possible, those aspects of the JTPA program that contribute

-8-12
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either to success or to failure in meeting it. Several key

factors were identified from the Associates' reports. First, it

is clear that the youth expenditure requirement was not taken

equally seriously by all SDAs. Others, viewing the requirement

as a potential liability issue, are taking the requirement very

seriously. As one Associate reports:

Legislative mandate had a tremendous impact on
program mix; the youth requirement controlled the
first cut of the dollars, between adult and youth
service; a program mix which assured that the SDA stay
within the 30 percent administrative and service
requirement, and within 15 percent administrative
necessity (thus virtually no work experience program
was available).

By contrast, two Asnociates reported that the major

reason their SDAs would probably not achieve their youn

expenditure requirements was because they were not really

trying. In both cases, this lack of effort was due to the

perceived lack of penalties for not making the requireuart .or

TY84. As one Associate notes:

Obviously, the ODA is having great difficulty during
the transition year in meeting the youth expenditure
requirement. The SDA has done nothing
special because it does not believe that any
penalties win Ya attached to failing to meet
thin requir4APAt during the transition year.
For PY84, thiq do expect a penalty and believe they
elm meet the youth expenditure requirement.
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One Associate, reporting on an SDA that was unlikely to

meet the requirement, summed up the problem as follows:

The staff feels that there are four major factors
which make it difficult to enroll sufficient yoath:
First, out-of-school youths generally live at home,
which means family income may make the youth
ineligible. Second, there is no money (stipend)
involved which causes many (the Director says umostu)
youths to lose interest quickly. This is particularly
true of in-school youths. Third, for in-school youths
there is little time. Many travel substantial dis-
tances to and from school. In addition, the new State-
mandated curriculum leaves no free period duriny
regular hours. Finally, most youth programs,
particularly in-school programs, are less exyensivo
than adult programs per participant because there axe
no support services involved.

Two SDAs that rely heavily on performance-based

contracting cited subcontractor problems. The first aDA

reported that it had, so far been unable to find a subcontractor

willing to train you.As. The second relied on its

subcontractors to recruit youths in acceptable proportions to

adults, but they had so far failed to accomplish this.

A few Associates reported that their sDAs had

established special recruiting or administrative procedures for

their youth component. Interestingly, this appears to be neither

a necessary nor a sufficient condition for success in attaining

the youth expenditure requirement. One SDA, using local

community-based organisations to help recruit yriuths, attained



its requirement, while another, which had established a special

application procedure for youths, did not. Still another SDA

used its 10 percent ',windows' for nondisadvantaged participants

to cover, among other groups, school dropouts and teenage

parents, but was unable to achieve its requirement. Program

mix appears to be more important in determining an SDAls ability

to achieve its youth expenditure requirement. As discussed

above, while many SDAs stablished large-scale programs

specifically designed to serve youths, a large proportion did

not. Among the sample SDAs, the relationship between the

existence of special programs for youth and success in achieving

the requirement is as follows:

SDAs with Special
Progi. for Youths

SDAs wit"out Special
Programs for Youths

Percent of Percent of
SDAs Expected SDAs Not Expected
To Make Their To Make Their

Youth Youth
Expenditure Expenditure
Requirement Requirement

90 10

12 88

In general, where SDAs were able to establish special

youth programs, such as customised classroom training or, more

importantly, exemplary youth programs, work experience, or

tryout employment, they achieved their youth expenditure
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requirements. Some SDAs thought it essential to establish

special programs for youths. One Associate writes:

heavily targeting youth has been necessary
because of the 40 peroent expenditure requirement.
Nearly 60 percent of the enrollments in the 1983-84
year were for youths. Special youth programs have
been major contributors to the youth effort. In fact,
without special exemplary youth programs, it is
highly unlikely that the 40 percent requirement could
realistically have been met by this SDA.

In contrast, where an Associate reported that the SDA

was not expected to meet its requirement, either the SDA had no

special service mix for youth or the mix did not include

exemplary youth programs, work experience, or tryout employment.

An extreme example of the effect of the lack of special

services for youth is found in two SDAs where the service mix,

geared for adults, consisted mostly of on-the-job training. In

both cases, the Associates traced the MA's inability to meet

its youth requirement directly to its unwillingness to offer

other types of training. In the words of one Associate:

The SDA is not able to meet its 40 percent expenditure
on youth requirement, and, in fact, is now at about
27 percent (through Nay) after a strenuous effort.
The major constraint, again, is that the PIC has
required that 70 percent of expenditures be on OJT.
Experience has been that most employers,do not want
to choose youths for OJT programs when older persons
are available. Given a choice between someone twenty-
six and someone else who is eighteen the employer will
almost always choose the older individual. Thus, the
SDA simply cannot handle this requirement. The SDA
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staff has considered setting up programs just for
youths to provide instruction on resume writing or job
search skills to got a higher body count, but has
rejected that appr*sch. More money could be spent on
youths in such a 1184410r, though it would not provide
any positive results. Thus, the SDA chose to try to
enroll additional youths both in OJT and its regular
classroom training appyoach. This hasn't been
nough to get to 40 percent.

8.6 SummarY

Most SDAs targeted one or more subgroups of youths to

be served, with high school dropouts cited most frequently.

Most deemphasized service to high school students, but when they

were selected for service, it was usually for high school

seniors rather than sophomores or juniors. In a few SDAs, this

lack of service to sophomores and juniors can be linked to

performance standards considerations, where continuing in school

cannot be counted as a positive termination.

Two-thirds (68 percent) of the sampled ODAs established

one or more special programs to serve youth participants, most

frequently tryout employment, exemplary youth programs, work

experience, and programs designed to provide youth employment

competencies. Factors cited as reasons why an SDA did not

establish special youth programs included (1) a conflict with

other SDA priorities; (2) the spending limits imposed by the

act, which constrain the potential size of work experience

programs and limit availability of supportive services; and (3)

to a limited extent, apathy.

8-17 271



The 40 percent xpenditure requirement seems to affect

JTPA programming substantially at both State and SDA levels.

Almost three-fourths of the sampled ODAs received an adjustment

away from 40 percent. Most Associates reported that their SDAs

would make their adjusted expenditure requirement, but would

have to strain to do so. It follows, then, that the requirement

has generally resulted in larger expenditures on youths than

would have been otherwise. It further follows, however, that if

youth expenditure levels are enforced, the effectiveness of the

training provided may be reduced. Several Associates reported

that, at the ODA level, local officials voiced a concern for

youth spending designed to simply ',get the body count up.

Various factors appear to contribute to an Mos
ability to meet its adjusted youth expenditure requirement. In

a few cases, indifference or apathy were primary causes of

failure, especially when the SDA saw no State-level penalty for

this. In most cases, however, the reasons for the expected

failure were related to problems associated with serving

youths. The availability of a special service mix for youths

seems to contribute greatly to the RDAs' ability to successfully

meet their youth expenditure requirement.

Many ODAs, then, still have problems establishing

special youth programs and meeting the legislated youth

expenditure requirement. Local conflict with adult programming
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and JTPA-mandated expenditure limits on traditional youth

programs (such as tryout employment or work experience) make it

difficult to establish a service mix for youths. In turn, the

lack of a special program mix for youth makes i. 1,.ard for the

SDAs to meet their adjusted requirement. Until reconciled, this

conflict between allowable program mix and the expenditure

requirement promises to be a continuing implementation problem.

Finally, these problems may eventually spill over into

State-SDA relations. A sUbstantial number of Associates

indicated that the ODA' in their States have begun to press

States for some relief from the youth requirement or the

legislatively imposed limits on work experience and supportive

services. Except for adjusting the youth requirement between

the SDAs and providing some technical assistance, however, the

States have been able to do little. If they are forced to

sanction SDAs that either do not meet their adjusted youth

expenditure requirement or du not meet their youth performance

standards, the youth issue can be expected to measurably

increase antagonism betwe:e the States and their sDAs.
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9. THE TITLE III DISLOCATED WORKER PROGRAM

The dislocated worker program, authorized by Title III

of the Job Training Partnership Act, has an entirely different

focus from the rest of the act. While other sections seek to

target training resources on the economically disadvantaged,

Title III is designed to assist workers who have lost their jobs

or are at risk of losing their jobs because of plant closings

and massive layoffs due to technological change.

Although a similar strategy was used to retrain a small

portion of the labor force during the early days of the Manpower

Development and Training Act of 1962 (MDTA), employment and

training programs over the last two decades have been geared to

economically disadvantaged youths and adults.1 Title III,

therefore, represents a renewed interest in the welfare of

workers thought to be structurally displaced from the labor

market.

A major element of Title III is the role it provides

the States to design and implement the program. Many

management, coordination, program plannillg, and oversight

responsibilities that were traditionally functions of the

For a discussion of the evolution and impact of federally
fusded training programs, see Charles R. Perry, et al., The
impact of Government Manpower Programs, Manpower and Human
Resources Studies, No. 4 (Philadelphia: Inaustrial Research
unit, The Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, 1975).
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Federal goverameat have bees shifted to the State level. States

have almost complet authority over how th program is targeted,

bow resources axe distributed, sad what services will be

provided.

1.1 111111-1101111111-22-1111111-21t1±ZILinglial

This section discussev some major aspects of State

Title 222 programs, including the focus on traininv, sources of

tuads, organisation and policy issues, and allocation

strategies.

aphasia on ?minima

The legislation requires that 70 percent of all Title

222 funds be devoted to pone sort of training activity. in

addition, the V.S. Department of Labor (DOL) built into the

Title XXX budget a cost per participant of over $1,000 for TY84

and over $7,000 for PTS4. Theme figures carry an implicit

assumption that dislocated workers will benefit met from

instituticual training. Sowover, early reports indicate that

dislocated workers have special prObleas and needs requiring

sore than one strategy. For example, many Title XXX eligibles
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held high-paying jobs for a number of years. The skills learned

in those occupations were narrowly defined and not transferable

to other occupations with similar wage rates. In such cases,

service providers are finding it necessary to provide counseling

aimed at reducing participantse.postprogram expectations. Other

dislocated workers are desperately in need of fkzancial

& istance and personal counseling. Still other eligibles

prefer immediate job search assistance to spending time in a

training program. In general, personal financial concerns favor

strategies that produce immediate employment, such as job search

and on-the-job training as opposed to long-term training

programs.

Alioaation_Frovisions for Title III

Federal funds for Title III programs are allocated two

ways, which differ in their requirements for State matching

funds. The principal method, by which 75 percent of the money

is distributed to the States, is a formula allocation based on

three factors:

1. The Statels relative share of the number of
all unemployed persons in the country;

2. The Statels share of the number of IlexcessIc
unemployed persons in the country, with
nem:asses defined as those above 4.5 percent of
the civilian labor force; and

3. The Sta.zels relative share of persons
unemployed for longer than 15 weeks.
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Each State must match these Federal funds with an equal

amount of non-Federal public or private funds, but the amount of

this required match is reduced by 10 percent for ach percentage

point that the Statels average unemployment rate exceeded the

national unemployment rate in the prior fiscal year.

Second, the Secretary of Labor can allocate up to 25

percent of the Title III funds at his discretion. States apply

for these funds to meet special needs beyond those that can be

met from the formula allocation. No State matching is required

for grants from this discretionary fund.

Sources of Title III Funds

Title III programs in the early stages of JTPA were

funded from four different upotsll of money:

1. For Federal fiscal year 1983, more than $18 million

was distributed to the States in February 1983 by formula.

Later, a second allocation of over $63 million was made from the

Emergency Jobs Bill (Public Lay 98-8).

2. In September 1983, the Secretary announced that the

$26 million discretionary fund was available to assist States
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particularly hard hit by conditions that led to the dislocated

worker program.

3. During October and Novembe: 1983, more than $70

million was distributed by formula for the nine-month transition

period, from October 1, 1983, through June 30, 1984.

4. Funding for the twelve-month program year 1984 (July

1, 1984, through June 30, 1985) brought the total amount of

Title III funding available to well over $200 million.

Organization_and Policy Issues

The creation of a larger State role in the dislocated

worker program required attention to some key issues during the

earlier Phase 1 analysis of Title III. As noted earlier, the

Governor is not bound to allocate funds according to geographic

or political boundaries, nor is the State required to let

program operators decide eligibility criteria or service mix.

Because the States have almost complete discretion2

over the use of Title III funds, there is interest in how the

°However, all Title III programs, other than those operating
on a statewide or industry basis, must be submitted for review
and recommendations to the PIC and the elected officials of any
SDA in which they operate (Sec. 305). Further, full consulta-
tion must take place with a labor organization before a Title

tial-number-of -its-
members (Sec.. 306). Also, the statewide coorrnation plan must
address Title III activities.
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sampled States targeted and allocated resources. The first

phase of this study found that as of January 1984, two-thirds of

the States in the sample (fourteen out of twenty) allocated

Title III resources by issuing requests for proposals (RPPs) for

projects in areas experiencing plant closings and layoffs. The

other six States kept funding at the State level and operated

the dislocated worker program through State agencies.

It should be emphasised, however, that the earlier

observation period for the Phase 1 study was conducted during

the early stages of JTPA implementation. Title III

arrangements were a small part of the effort to put an

administrative structure in place for an entirely nuw program.

Under these circumstances, it is legitimate to ask

whether the organisation of Title III was initially designed

largely to get a new program started and, therefore, whether the

organisational arrangements could be expected to change as the

program matures. Conversely, were the early strategies

indicative of developing trends in State-level Title III

organisation?
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Different Allocation_Stratecries for T184

Early in the transition year (January 1984), fifteen

of the twenty States had not obligated all of their previously

received Title III funds. In at least two States, no funds had

been obligated3. However, only four of the fifteen States

report changes in the allocation mechanisms used for the rest of

the transition year (see Table 9-1).4 The reported changes

are:

In one State, Title III funds are earmarked for
the SDAs; then individual projects are selected
on a competitive, project-specific basis by the
State.

In a second State, Title III allocations are
determined for each county government by formula;
then specific projects are funded.

In a third State, projects are selected through
an RPP procedure.

In the fourth State, projects are selected
through a noncompetitive process by state
Department of Labor officials.

3See Robert Cook et al., State Level Implementation of the Job
m_nincirtiAct (Rockville, Md.: Westat, Inc., May 16,
1984).

4Because most States had not completed organization of their
Title III programs by the close of the Phase 1 observation
period in January 1984, the current analysis examines the
organizational patterns or changes made during the rest of the
transition year. The final section of this chapter briefly
examines the developing implementation patterns for PY84.
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Table 9-1. Organization and operational status of Title III
funding commitments in 20 States through TY84

Total TY83 and TY84 Title III Formula Funds, EJ1 and
Secretary's Discretionary Funds $94,775,000

State i

*Phase I
All cccc iun

Mechanism

*TY.*

Allocation
1 Mechanism

Percent
formula

i Funded

Project Operational Status

of Allocation
Percent of
Allocation

Reserved for
8 Continence

Percent of
State's

Allocation
I Not Obligated

Percent
Earmarked

I for SDAs

Percent

StarteUp
a No Unrollses I Operating

Percent
of States

i Completed

I 2 I - 1.8 11.4 12.5 4.3 -

2 4 4 - - - 78.3 - 21.7

3

4

2

4

2

a
4

-

- -

. 94.7

100.0

-

... -

8:3

5
$

1 1 . 43.0 1.6 50.3 5.0
3

6 4 4 78.9 21.1
7

t

1 1

3

. 100.0 . . .
8 4

3
4 - 68.1 31.9 - -

9 2 2 - - 7.5 54.7 22.4 -, 15.4
10 4 4 100.0 . -
11 1 1 - .., 99.2 ... - .01
12 2 2 - 53.1 45.4 1.5 -
13 1,5 1,5 70.6 - 12.9 14.7 - 1.8
14 1 1

-, $11.1 - 11.7 -
15 1 2 - - 87.1 9.: - 3.9
16 2 3 12.1 -, 25.3 - 22.6 -
17 4 4 - 92.3 .06 . 7.0
18 2 2 8.6 85.1 - - 6.1
19 1,6 7 19.0 45.6 1.1 34.3 -
:0 4 4 27.9 44.7 - 27.3

Total by Status
(thousands of $) $2,401 $15,794 $6,150 $52,884 $9,836 $5,577 $2,133

Percent of Total
funds by Status 2.5 16.7 6.5 55.8 10.4 5.9 2.3

*Cate* for Allocation Mechanism are:

' General RFP p (Statewide coverage not gu cccccc ed)
2 Project basis for specified
3 Funds earmarked for SDAs and distributed through RFP p
4 Statewide Non-RFP
5 Formula-funded to specific SDAs/counties
6 Formula-funded to all SDAs/counties
7 Predetermined allocations distributed to sae% SDA/county on a project basis

1 This State did not stipulate the: SDAs could not apply. however, no proiram operators were SDAs.

There States obligated all FY83, En, and TY84 Title III funds during rm.

3 The operational status of this State's Title III projects was computed from contract dates and, therefor*, may not be precise.
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The other eleven States entering the transition year

with unobligated resources from fiscal year 1983 organized their

Title III programs the same way as in FY83.

Overall, by the end of the transition year, ten States

were allocating Title III funds to specific projects on an RFP

basis; one State earmarked funds for the SDAs and distributed

the money on an RFP basis; seven conducted statewide Title III

programs; one distributed predetermined allocations to county

governments on a project basis; and one used a dual approach,

distributing 75 percent of its Title III funds by formula and

the other 25 percent by RFP.

The RFP process remained popular for these reasons:

1. It enhances State control by allowing States to
select only those projects consistent with State
policies (often for economic development);

2. It ensures that meritorious projects will be
selected -- a particular concern when resources
are limited;

3. It allows States to target resources on projects
in areas with severe problems; and

4. It entails minimum State input in local program
planning and operation.

A number of Associates noted problems with reliance on

an RFP process. The major complaint with the process continues

to be the lengthy procedural requirements which, some officials
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feel, prevents a quick response in urgent situations. Another

problem is the addition of more technical requirements and

detailed guidelinev for the EPP process, which has resulted in a

systematic bias against many small operators from rural SDAs.

some State officials acknowledge that some type of formula

arrangement might be more equitable to these smaller areas but

the consequent uspreadingu of the funds might reduce the overall

the impact of the Title III program.

Problems have also arisen in some States that operate

statewide programs. The most common problem was the State

agencies' inability to mount a program. In one State, this was

attributed to ',competition and rivalryu among agencies. To

combat this problem in the transition year, a dislocated worker

team, with a member from each agency as well as the private

sector, was set up to plan and manage program development. The

State Employment Service was contracted as a program operator

and began providing services through its local offices.

Another State operating a statewide program stopped

targeting specific projects such as plant closings and expanded

the scope of the program. In each SDA, the State funded a

',Special Employment and Training Service Center,' in the local

Employment Service office. The following account by the



Associate describes the fiscal 1983 problem that led to this

change:

The State had substantial problems with program
implementation (under the early approach) and was
not spending moneyron time.... State staff were
not familiar with the local politics, business,
and union issues. There were problems defining
what a dislocated worker is and bureaucrats were
unable to consummate an effective working
relationship between local government, management,
and labor leaders

Under the new approach the centers serve anyone who

in and meets the basic eligiLility criteria. The

Associate in this jurisdiction feels that past problems are

solved by the uwalk-in approach, since the staff need not have

a working relationship with the area elected officials and

unions.

Title XXI Fundina_to SDAs During TY81

The winter 1984 phase of this study found that only a

limited amount of Title XXX funding was passed on to the SDAs:

only 4.8 percent was channeled to SDAs on a formula basis and 15

percent on a project basis, for a total of less than 20 percent

of the funds. This gave the first indication that Title III was

to be a State-run provam. The SDAs, however, have criticized

the States' handling of the programs as detailed in Chapter 3.

Consequently, the Associates were asked to collect similar Title

XXX allocation_data-tor_tha_aecondlAate of thestudy.
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As shown in Table 9-2, the States have continued to

control the dislocated worker program. Since the Phase 1

observation in January 1984, the proportion of Title III funds

distributed to SDAs by formula actually decreased, from 4.8

percent to 2.5 percent. This can be attributed to one State's

decision to reorganize the allocation of funds originally

planned for direct SDA funding. Another State continued formula

funding 75 percent of the allocation to the SDAs in the

transition year--a decision backed by the State Council--but the

State agency responsible for the Title III program is fighting

to retain all Title III funds at the State level for PY84. State

officials believe that the dislocated worker program is the

Governor's and should be incorporated into the Governor's policy

agenda.

Associates report that States increasingly are funding

projects operated by SDA administrative entities while retaining

decisionmaking authority for the State itself. Generally, this

project funding approach has evolved as part of a State effort

to target Title III resources on program aligned with an

overall State economic development plan. An additional $19

million has been made available to SDAs through individual

projects (see Table 9-2). This brings the total'amount of

funding available for the SDAs to $32 million, or 34.7 percent
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Table 9-2. Title III FY83, EJB, TY84, and Secretary's
Discretionary Funds available to the SDAs through
a formula fund arrangement on a project basis

State
Total

o Allocation

Phase 1

Project

to

a SDAs

Basis

Total

it Allocation

Phase 2

o

Project
to

SDAs

Formula*
to

o SDAs

Formula
to

t SDAs

1

2

3

2,197

9,758

2,945

- - 1,707

9,758

3,445

- -

4 9,277 18.1 9,277 64.1

5 16,533 40.0 22.031 57.4

6 2,428 2.2 3,028 2.0

7 172 172

8 3,971 7.6 3,971 7.9

9 11,071 10.4 11,071 10.4

10 3,707 3,951

li 436 - 521. -

12 313 313 -

13 3,617 3.6 4,616 13.6

14 9,474 40.6 4.5 9,474 19.0 54.5

15 567 28.6 567 27.3

16 983 26.4 766 33.9

17 1,334 1,334

18 5,148 33.0 5,148 68.3

19 851 40.0 652 70.6 1.5

20 2,473 21.7 2,773 18.0
a

a

Total by Status

(thousands of $) $87,255 4,185 $13,109 $94,775 $2,401 $32,749

Percent of Total
Funds by Status 4.8 15.0 2.5 34.7

*Most programs with Title III funds allocated on a project basis to specific SDAs, are jointly
administered by the administrative entity and a local employment office.

Basis
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State Targeting Por Title III

The act targets Title III services to unemployed people

who have lost their jobs due to labor market changes.

Specifically, Section 302 of the act identifies three groups

eligible for Title III:

1. People who have been terminated or laid off,
cannot collect unemployment insurance because they
are ineligible or have exhausted their
entitlement, and are unlikely to return to their
previous industry or occupation;

2. People who have been terminated because of the
permanent closing of a plant or facility; and

3. People who have been unemployed for a long period
and have limited opportunities for finding work in
the same or a similar occupation near where they
live. This includes older persons who have
trouble finding new work because of their age.

The act gives States the responsibility for identifying

dislocated workers5 and great latitude in determining who will

he served. States can allocate funds on a statewide basis or by

project; they can base the distribution on geography, industry,

occupation, or age; they can fund particular projects with their

own targeting criteria; or they can leave targeting decisions to

program operators.

5The legislation (Section 302.b) stipulates that States may
allow local PICs to assist in identifying dislocated workers.



Tercet Population

The earlier report on State-level targeting noted that

States made decisions about targeting, project selection, and

organizational strategies simultaneously. In several States

t,..rgeting decisions evolved slowly, lagging behind other Title

III activities. This section examines how targeting has evolved

on the State level.

During the transition year, five States--a quarter of

the sample--narrowed the eligibility criteria. These States

organized their dislocated worker programs on an RPP/project

basis. Targeting decisions were generally made by officials of

the State agency administering the program. Staff members from

these departments have assumed responsibility under Title III

for many functions handled by the State Council under Title

IIA. Only one State Council was able to play a policymaking

role for Title

A Statels interest in targeting decisions and Title III

program organization often reflected its desire to use the

dislocated worker program as a tool for economic development.

There was also concern that the broad language of the law would

lead to project-level targeting inconsistent with the States'

overall plan for using Title III resources. The following quote



from an Associate in a State that developed more specific

selection criteria typifies this concern:

Initially the only eligibility guidelines
given Title III grantees were those contained
in the JTVA. After Dislocated Worker Centers
had been operating for several months, the State
analysed a sample of Title III participants and
concluded that many did not meet a reasonable
definition of a dislocated worker. Because the
statutory definition was considered by the
State to be far too vague, the State developed
new regulations designed to be far more
specific....

States devised specific criteria so that program

operators would distinguish between a narrow group of workers

legitimately displaced from the labor market and those suffering

from periodic spells of unemployment. Two States targeted

services to persons unemployed because of layoffs due to

technological change, foreign competition or a permanent plant

closing. In one State, these criteria led to a project for

1,200 workers laid off from one of the area's major automobile

plants--the Statels largest Title III project to date.

One ezample of narrowing the focus of eligibility

criteria occurred in a State that organised Title III through a
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network of community colleges. The following excerpts from a

policy letter explain the Statels position on targeting:

The State Title III program is not intended
to serve individuals from growing occupations
whose unemployment is the result of short-
term changes in the economy associated with
the business cycle The State Title 117
program is not intended to serve individuals
with a marginal attachment to the labor force.
Individuals enrolled in Title III should have been
employed in their occupation long enough that
the loss of employment constitutes a significant
dislocation from the labor force

In this State, a person is eligible for Title III if he

or she worked for at least three years in a particular

occupation, and if employment in that occupation was growing

slower than overall employment in the State. Further, the

applicant must have been terminated from a job in that

occupation within three years of the time of application

(although other full-time work was allowed during this

fladjustment periodu), and seeking a job for at least one year.

Three other States limited Title III services to the

long-term unemployed. On the grounds that the program was not

intended to update the job skills of persons who had not worked

in several years, they gave priority to people who were

eligible for, were receiving, or had recently exhausted

unemployment insurance payments.
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Seven sample States did not add to the targeting in the

legislation, but chose projects that met unwritten State

',threshold,' requirements. This shifted project targeting to

local operators, allowing them flexibility to identify

dislocated workers in their labor market area. However, final

approval of the targeting decisions was reserved to the States.

Officials in these States point out that imposing specific

eligibility criteria on local operators introduces unnecessary

rigidity in the program. One State in this group dropped its

detailed targeting requirements because feedback from program

operators suggested that workers obviously displaced from the

labor market were being excluded from the program.

Perhaps the best example of how targeting decisions

evolved in these States is given by an Associate from a large

industrialised State:

Th State has made a basic policy
decision that Title III will be
devoted to the population that, without
training, remedial education, and employment
assistance would have little chance to
return to the private sector. The target
population, therefore, is primarily
those who through plant closings and business
failures are suddenly unemployed. Others
are not barred on a case by case basis,
but the primary focus is as described....
Given this broad policy ... the State's view
is that local SDAs-Ples are the best
equipped and the most knowledgeable
to formulate projects Eligibility
requirements are for the most part project
specific. (However) the greatest (State)
attention and priority is focused on those areas
dramatically affected by sudden and large
increases in the unemployed....
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Another State in this group allocated Title III

resources by a formula measuring the local unemployment rate as

a percentage of the statewide average. A second State used

labor market data to identify areas of high unemployment with

duclining industries. Dislocated worker projects were then

selected competitively in these areas. In this State, most

Title III funding was distributed to projects serving workers

laid off from the petroleum refining, chemical, food products,

and fabricated metals industry.

Eight of the twenty sampled States had no particular

focus on specific groups of dislocated workers. Targeting

decisions are left to program operators, although some States

provide limited guidance. Four of these States operate

statewide Title III programs; the operators are usually State

agencies. In these States, the policy is to serve anyone who

lowalks inu the door, or to provide services individually.

Locating the program in State agencies is thought to ensure that

program operators will identify and serve dislocated workers.
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The Title III Matching Requirement

To qualify for Title III funds, each State must provide

matching funds equal to its formula-funded allocation 4-er fiscal

year 1983, the transition year, and P184. As noted earlier, the

match is reduced by 10 percent for each percentage point that

the State's unemployment rate exceeded the national average in

the prior fiscal year.

The earlier research found that most States designated

matching sources but passed the responsibility of generating the

match to program operators. The sources most often used were

the employer's share of wages paid under an on-the-job training

contract; the participants' unemployment insurance benefits;

in-kind contributions from State staff services, such as labor

market information from the Rmployment Service; and the

non-tuition costs of community colleges and State vocational and

technical schools. Some States that relied on these sources

were forced to use on-the-job training almost exclusively, or to

concentrate enrollment efforts on persons with unemployment

insurance benefits or those interested in attending vocational

school or community college.

In this observation, Associates report little change in

the States' handling of the match requirement. As Table 9-3

shows, nineteen of the twenty sample States were subject to the
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Table 9-3. Sources of Fiscal Year 1983 and Transition Year 1984 Title III
Matching funds Designated by the State

TOTAL

Match required 19

Match requirement passed to subgrantees
with designated matching sources 11

20 States

Match requirement passed to subgrantees
without designated matching sources 5

Match requirement met at State level 3

Matching Sources *Number of States

Employer's share of OJT wage 10

Unemployment compensation 8

State staff services and State
in-kind contributions 8

Private sector in-kind contributions 5

State cash appropriations 3

Local revenue 3

Private sector cash contributions 2

Severance pay 1

Health benefits 1

*Because most States designated more than one matching source, the figures sum
to more than twenty.
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requirement.6 Eleven passed this responsibility on to program

operators; five passed it to sUbgrantees without designating a

source for a match; and only three met the requirement through

appropriations by the State legislature.

The most commonly used sources for generating the match

continue to be the employers' contribution for wages paid under

on-the-job training contracts (ten States); unemployment

insurance benefits paid to enrollees (eight States); and in-kind

contributions from State staff services or the nontuition share

of the budget for Stat institutions providing Title III

services (eight States). Five States used in-kind contributions

from the private sector.

The use of employment insurance benefits, the

employee's share of on-the-job training wages, and in-kind

contributions as the source for the match means that the match

does not generate any additional resources for the program. In

six States, Associates report that the match is met almost

entirel. .rough in-kind contributions. An Associate from one

of these States xplains:

The State has not provided any match
for projects but instead has required the program
operator to provide it. In all instances
this is done by in-kind matching. No one believes
that additional resources are being committed to
JTPA because of the match requirement.

wOne State was not required to match the Federal allocation
because of its high unemployment rate.
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Program operators put up half the cost
of the program Community colleges
are able to provide a match by allocating
staff time and overhead cost to the project....

Au Associate from another State reports:

The non-Federal matches for Title III projects
appear to be mostly in-kind. The sources of
in-kind matching which have been used include
plant equipment, supervisory time, personnel
managers' time, and plant facilities such as
work/training space.

By relying on in-kind contributions, States avoided the

problem of trying to locate program operators who could generate

the required match by enrolling unemployment insurance recip-

ients. This, in turn, has allowed the operators to broaden

their program targeting. The Associate from one State explains:

Nearly all the match (in this State)
is in-kind Zunds and involves no actual
cash match. With the rise of the (c.tatewide)
program, the match has become more esoteric. A
memo from the Employment Security Field office
Director was lauded because it identified
imaginative ways of creating matching resources.

Even the three States appropriating ureal (cash) matches for

the program also encourage operators to generate acceptable

matches. It is possible that these States will reallocate their

appropriation if local operators can provide the required match.

Although liberal use of in-kind matching sources has

significantly reduced the problems of meeting the matching

requirement, three States continue to report problems.



Paperwork was the problem in two States; several proposals were

withdrawn when the contractors were informed of the paperwork

requirements associated with the match. In the third State,

officials pointed out that their management information system

is not equipped to identify unemployment insurance payments to

Title III participants.

9.2 Title III Build-up

The initial build-up of Title III was slow. As of

mid-January 1984, more than 39 percent of the funds had not been

obligated by the States and another 19 percent was committed to

projects that had not enrolled participants. Problems with

program organization and operations were reported to be a

function of the delay in funding for TY84; early State attention

to organizing activities under Title IIA; the use of an RFP

process for distributing Title III dollars; competition among

state actors for control over the program; and the reliance on

unemployment insurance benefits as a major source for meeting

the match requirement.



Table 9-1 indicates that many build-up problems from

the early stages of program development have been corrected. By

the and of June 1984, more than $94 million had been made

available to the 20 sample States.

Of this amount:

2.5 percent was allocated by formula directly
to selected SDAs;

16.7 percent was earmarked for projects within
SDAs funded through a State RFP;

6.5 percent was committed to projects that had not
begun to enroll participants as of August 1984;

55.8 percent was committed to projects that
had begun enrolling participants;

10.4 percent was committed to projects that
have completed operations;

5.9 percent was being reserved for contingency
funding by the States; and only

2.3 percent had not yet been committed.

As these figures suggest, sample States had no problems

meeting the Department of Labor's obligation deadlines for

T184. Only one of the three States that reported problems

meeting the deadline7 had more than 7 percent unobligated.

Further, only one State reported requesting an extension of the

T184 deadline.

71i-iii-iiates where officials reported that T184 deadlines,
were met, a small percentage of unobligated funds was observed.
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There ars numerous reasons why States overcame the

implementation problems observed early in the transition year.

Three States decided to simply distribute Title III funds to

their existing service providers. One of these sent TY84

dollars directly to the regional Employment Service offices

instructing them to.spend the money by June 30, 1984. in

another State the Associate notes:

Without the development of the Employment
Security Department's project (implemented by
local Employment Service offices), the percentage
of nonobligated funds for the transition year
would have been disastrous. The State recognised
this in late wintermand thus developed the
(project model) in hopes of expediting
the funding of Title III activities

Officials from the third State expressed little concern

over the unobligated Title III funds in TY84. According to the

Associate, the State decided to distribute the money by project

to avoid the cumbersome RPP process and quickly obligate Title

III resources by funding programs in umajor old-line State

agencies.0

Four States eliminated earlier allocation problems by

renewing projects funded during the first fiscal year of the
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program. This strategy helps the State Obligate funds in a

timely fashion, but, of oourse, assumes that the FM fusdiag

decisions remain appropriate.

In several States, project funding levels were

increased after prOblems developed with other funding commit-

ments. One Associate reportss

In January, 3.1144, we reported on four Title III
projects.... Only the two operatiag projects have
survived. The two projects in start-up were
canoelled before they enrolled any participants
due to questions which surfaced vonveraing the
financial and administrative veracities of the
service providers.... One et the operating
projects has beea iscreased. WOrkess laid off
from (another plant) have been declared eligible
for the program...and total funding bas increased
from $334,707 to $474,2,2___....

Other State officials who bad difficulty obligatiag

Title In funds during PT53 suggest the problems were merely due

to starting a new program. Several of these States made Title

deadlines and Title XIA activities their first priority. Once

these issues were settled, they turned their attention to the

dislocated worker program. Allocation activities picked up

after the decisions were made about how the program should be

administered. Two other States credit early development and

consistent use of the same allocation strategy as major factors

behind their rapid obligation of funds during TY44. The

Associate from one such State notess

This state was already positioned to obligate
funds to projects.... Obligation of funds
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it would be several months after the nd of the observation

period before they had oomplete reporting from the individual

prOjeets toadied in the State.

To turther examine this question we obtained copies of

the final Usual Status Reports submitted to the Department of

Labor amd oaloulated the cost per tontines based on the reported

information. Pour of the States had a cost per terminee of less

thee one !houses' dollars, nine indicated a cost per terming. of

between oae sad two thousand dollars, and seven States had a

oost per terminee of more than two thousand dollars. The low

oost pm termini's figures are suggestive of underreporting of

expenditures.

Calculated cost per participant information also

supports this conclusion. Four states had a cost per parti-

cipant of under WO, fifteen were under $1,000 and eighteen

were under $2,000. This underreporting of expenditures seems to

stem from two sources. First, the use of performance based

contracting means that funds are paid out only when the

performance requirements are met, not when the actual

expenditures are made. Second, expenditures from some projects

are reported only after the completion of the project. These

two factors, along with the general problems some states are

experiencing with attempts to develop centralised management

information systems, have resulted in an artificially low

expenditure rate.
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There are, however, some programmatic factors that have

worked to slow the States' ability to spend Title III resources.

The central factor relates to the novel aspects of the program.

In some Stats, new service providers required extensive

training for intake procedures and eligibility determination.

As one Associate points out, uTitle III is a new program and the

State is not accustomed to designing programs for dislocated

workersol Several States continue to grapple with the issue of

devising eligibility criteria. Program operators in at least

three of these have experienced technical problems or hesitated

to determine eligibility for fear of audit exceptions. The

following quote from the Associate in one State illustrates this

problem:

The (State) has had great difficulty with
eligibility determination. The SDAs have
been unwilling to proceed with Titl III
programs until the issue is resolved....
The major problem is how to handle
individuals who are dislocated but have
taken a temporary job at a low wage to
support their family. An employee who is
laid off at Boeing and takes a. temporary
job at McDonaldls is technically employed
and not eligible for Title III. This has
created problems for the SDAs and the State.

Other States point to the inability to attract workers

to the program who have become victims of plant closings. Many

of these workers upersist in thinking that the plant will reopen

and are therefore slow to take advantage of the job training

offered through Title III.0 They often rely on severance pay

and unemployment insurance benefits to cushion the impact of
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unemployment while waiting for the plant to call them back to

work. This has presented special problems for Title III

operators that have targeted services on unemployment insurance

recipients or relied on unemployment insurance benefits to

provide the required match for Title III funds.

Associates from four States with expenditure rate

problems point to State decisions to operate the program outside

the SDA system as a major factor slowing the enrollment

process. Administrative entities in the SDAs have staff in

place and established relations with local industries, unions,

and elected officials. Funding projects outside of this system

requires the State to spend time developing these relationships

instead of building up enrollments.

Finally, several States have set aside a percentage of

Title III funds as a contingency for emergency plant closings.

However, an improving economy has reduced the number of closings

in some of these States. Some officials have decided to

reobligate the contingency fund to operating projects, while

others will reallocate the funds in PY84. In either case, the

expenditure rate is reduced.
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9.4 Title III Service Mix

The service mix employed during the first fiscal year

for Title III reflected the flexibility granted the States to

select activities and the variety of local operators who

determined the activities in their projects. Program operators

had the option of providing job search assistance, job develop-

ment services, customized training for occupations in demand by

employers, support services, pre-gayoff assistance to workers

who received notification of termination, and relocation

assistance.

Specific changes in project-level service strategies

are difficult to observe at the State levelle but several

patterns emerge. States continue to defer to the service mix

decisions to local operators. In eighteen of the sample States,

local operators devised service strategies with minimal State

guidance or assistance. State officials usually communicated

only broad policy goals through State service plans or RPPs,

8
Attempting to observe the service mix at the State level
poses two significant problems. First, projects established by
formula-funded arrangements usually cannot be identified.
second, project descriptions provided by State administrators do
not reflect the relative emphasis given to a particular service.

3.f)5
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leaving specific service mix to the operators. An example of

this is observed in a State linking the Title III program to the

'expanding occupations in the Stategs economy:

Economic development and expansion of employment
opportunities are critical parts of a compre-
hensive displaced worker program. Not only
must retraining opportunities be made available to
workers with obsolete skills, but jobs must be
linked with the development of retraining
programs. The program will therefore pursue
policies that directly link retraining to economic
development efforts.

The flexibility the States have for determining

eligible activities and the discretion granted local operators

in shaping individual programs are the key reasons for 'ale

second observed pattern in service mix--extreme variety.

Several States continue to fund projects designed to

locate immediate employment for Title III participants. The

premise underlying this approach is that the displaced worker

can find a new job with improved job search skills, such as

resume writing, practice interviews, and completing job

applications. These States recognize that many dislocated

workers urgently need immediate income instead of a training

program. The job search or ujob clubso efforts are often

supplemented with job development and job placement components.

In addition, an array of counseling services is sometimes
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provided to help participants come to grips with their

employment problems.

Other States are funding projects to provide displaced

workers with new job skills. Typically, these projects target

workers whose skills are considered obsolete, and who are

affected by specific plant closings. These programs combine

classroom and vocational training for specific occupations with

on-the-job training contracts with small businesses.

There are indications that the length of time spent in

these skill training programs is considerably shorter than under

past employment and training programs. Some operators feel that

many Title XXX participants already have skills and need minimal

retraining. Others find it difficult to convince participants

to engage in long-term training for occupations that may pay

less than their previous job.

9.5 Future Organisational Arranaements for 19tle III

To determine the direction State dislocated worker

programs are taking, we examined how the States organised and

distributed Title XXX resources during fiscal year 1983 and

TY84. With few exceptions, the sample States seem determined to

maintain control of the Title XXX program. The goals of
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coordination and incorporation of Title III into the Governors'

policy agenda have outweighed any concerns about the effects of

funding projects outside the SDA system.

Plans for program year 1984 indicate that there will be

little departure from this philosophy. Of the eighteen States

that had completed organisational plans for PY84 at the time of

the observation for this study:

Six States plan to operate statewide
Title III programs;

Five States will target specific areas and fund
projects in these areas;

Four States will distribute Title III
funds by RFP:

One State will allocate program funds to
projects submitted through the SDAs;

Ono State will formula-fund its entire
PY84 allocation directly to the SDAs; and

One State will distribute predetermined
allocations to SDA-operated programs on a
project basis.

As these arrangements indicate, future SDA involvement

in the program will be limited to those SDAs that are able to

win specific projects. The fact that almost half (nine) of the

sample States plan to distribute resources on an RFP or project

basis does ensure a minimal role for SDA officials. The PY84

shift to direct formula funding to the SDAs in one State and

another Statels plan to select projects recommended by sDAs are
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attempts at decentralization. At the same time, however, other

State officials are concerned about the inefficiency of RFP

procedures and are searching for ways to speed up (that is,

centralize) future decisionmaking.

9.6 SDA-Onerated Title XXI Projects

The fact that the law does not require direct funding

of Title III to the SDAs and the desire to make it a State

program has, as discussed, resulted in the widespread funding of

projects outside the ODA delivery system and the organization of

statewide Title III programs. In the earlier observation of

this study, seven of the twenty-two SDAs received funding to

operate nine Title III projects.

In this phase of the study, the number of sample SDAs

was increased from twenty-two to forty. Only seven of the

additional eighteen SDAs received grants to operate Title III

projects, bringing to fourteen the total number of SDAs with

dislocated worker programs .

These fourteen SDAs operate a total of twenty-three

projects. Further, the size of the funded projects is limited.

Sixteen projects serve fewer than 200 participants each and

eleven have projected enrollments of fewer than 100 people.
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Although the analysis is limited, the Associates in SDAs which

had Title III projects examined the issues discussed in the

following sections.

ODA Taraeting

Thirteen of the fourteen SDAs with Title III projects

identified specific target groups. In six of these SDAs9the

target groups were set by State rules for Title III projects,

but SDAs took their cues for targeting emphasis from the State.

Most ODA operators attempt to serve workers recently

attached to specific industries. Concentrating resources

on workers suffering unemployment because of a plant shutdown or

laid off through work force reductions avoids serving the

population eligible for Title IIA services with Title III

resources. Among the target groups were textile mill workers,

construction workers, laboratory technicians and supervisory

personnel from an automobile parts. manufacturer, machine

operators, health service employees, food processing workers,

and electricians.

In several SDAs persons eligible for Title III but not

part of a specific target group were allowed to enroll in the

program. Officials in one SDA argued against targeting criteria

y
One of these is a single-SDA State where the Title III

projects are statewide for specified target groups.
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that sought to distinguish between the populations served under

the two titles. The Associate for this SDA explains:

There is no difference in this SDA between
=A and III populations. Regardless of the
classification scheme, all are economically
disadvantaged. Within this broadly defined
target population, the SDP. will identify
additional groups, but this designation
is designed to increase chances for funding
(the State requires specific targeting),
and is more fancied than real. Por example,
a typical proposal will identify the target
population as the long-term unemployed,
conomically disadvantaged, UI recipients,
UI xhaustees, veterans, handicapped, public
assistance recipients, minorities, or other
ligible participants.

Title III projects in this and other similar SDAs are

likely to be additions to the services provided under the Title

IIA programs.

ARA_Title III Service Mix

Wore than half of the twenty-three projects run by sDAs

emphasise instruction in job-finding techniques. Seven projects

have formed job BArch and employability development classes as

a prerequisite for short-term classroom or occupational skills

training programs. Project operators believe Title III parti-

cipants need job search instruction more than institutional

training. Typically, these programs provide instruction in

resume writing, methods for locating employment, and group
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disamsions (job clubs) on job-finding skills. Some programs

supplement these activities with counseling and referral ser-

vices to help ease the personal and financial problems associ-

ated with long-term unemployment.

Officials in one of these SDAs described their

dislocated worker problem as follows:

Over the past several years (the county) has
been ranked as one of the highest unemployment
areas in the State We are now seeing
people with ten and fifteen years of
employment out of work.... The crisis involves
a unique population of persons having a
high level of pride, while at the same time
they find that they are ignorant of how to use
the current social service network and have
poor job seeking skills. The (Title III)
program is designed to quickly mobilize and direct
efforts to assist individuals and families
by trying to place these individuals into
gainful unsUbsidized employment. Components
of the program include counseling, infor-
mation and referral services and teaching
job seeking skills through a Job Club

Five projects provide only assessment and job search.

One other project using extensive job search has complemented

the activity with an on-the-job training program.

Nine projects have designed specific skill training

programs. The majority provide short-term training in an

institutional setting which is directly tied to a particular

occupation. Some occupations for which training is provided

include electricians, welders, building maintenance workers,
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tool and die makers, heavy machine operators, medical

secretaries, food processing workers, and clerical workers.

Only a few ODAs rely on on-the-job training as the

focus of their Title III retraining efforts. One ODA favors

this strategy because it provides the participants with needed

income during training. Other ODAs are attracted to the high

probability of job placements once the subsidy ends.

As part of the observation, the Associates were asked

to collect a randomly selected sample of twenty on-the-job

iraining contracts in each ODA operating a Title in project.

The purpose was to compare the training in Title in with that

in Title in. Since only fourteen ODAs had Title III funding,

the maximum sample size was 280 contracts. In addition, as

noted above, some Title XXI projects did not have on-the-job

training as a program activity and others had fewer than twenty

contracts. The resulting sample includes only 121 contracts

from twelve Mks. Therefore, while some comparisons are made,

the results should be considered with caution.

The distribution of the number of hours of training

specified in these contracts is shown below:

MUmber of Hours Percent of Contracts

240 or less 9
241-400 11
401-560 17
561-800 32
801-1,040 25
More than 1,040 6
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Of particular interest is how Title XXX contrasts

compare with those for training under Title IIA. The median

length of the on-the-job training contracts is sixteen weeks

under Title XXI, three weeks longer than the median for Title

XiA from the sample of IDA Title XI* training contracts.

Sinner differenoes are observed in the wage rates for

contracts in the two programs. Below are the wage rates for

on-the-job training programs under Title XXX in the samples

11612-2A&S zugiaLaLsantligal
Less than $3.50 14
$3.50 to $4.49 34
$4.50 to $3.49 16
$6.50 to $6.49 14
$6.50 and above 20

The average wage rate for Title XXX on-the-job training

contracts is $5.25 per hour, 51 cents more than the average wage

for the sample of Title XXA contracts. Further, the wage rates

for 76 percent of these Title XXX contracts was equal to or

greater than the performance standards in the relevant ODA; this

compares with only 44 percent for Title XXII contracts.

9.7 Coordination of Title XXA and Title XXX Programs

One stated objecttve of MR was coordination of

training services, and elimination of duplicated services.
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one unusual arrangement, a local PIC has been funded to operate

a large Title III project to which other major contractors refer

eligibles for training. Another SEA is jointly operating a

dislocated worker project with a contiguous county. And a

fourth BOA has worked as a usilont partner' on proposals

submitted by two community colleges for Title III resources.

Pour of the seven SEAN that were coordinating the

activities of Title ZIA and Title III programs have planning and

operational responsibility for both programs. In several cases

these operators have developed separate targeting criteria to

ovoid service duplication and have designed different service

strategies to properly address the differences between target

groups. However, when ODAs operate both Title II and Title III

programs they generally treat the dislocated worker program is

an additional funding source for their Title IIA program.

Although separate targeting criteria are used in most programs,

persons eligible for Title IIA services may enroll in the 8DAfs

dislocated worker program.

9.8 111101110

Early State organization of Title III was not

temporary. Instead, it reflects a means of creating and

maintaining State control of Title III funds. As the program

progressed during the transition year, only four States altered
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previous plans for organizing the program. In three of these

the reorganization appeared to be an attempt to strengthen the

Statels role in the program.

SDA involvement in Title III increased during the

transition year as States funded more projects operated by SDA

administrative ntities. However, the funded projects do not

mark a shift in the decisionmaking for Title III. In most

cases, authority is retained at the Stat levl and th amount

of funding passed directly to the SDAs remains small.

State-level targeting policies for Title III have

evolved considerably since the winter 1984 observation period.

Five sample States have developed narrowly focused target

groups; another seven have established uthresholdu guidelines

for funding specific projects, allowing the program operators to

shape their own programs. The eight remaining sample States

have no particular targeting strategy. Four States operating

centralized statewide programs seem to prefer to provide Title

III services to any walk in who meets the basic eligibility

criteria.

Most sample States continue to pass the non-Federal

matching requirement to the subgrantee or program level. The

sources most commonly used by the subgrantee to meet the

requirement are the employer's share of the on-the-job training

wage contract, unemployment insurance compensation, and various

. 9-4 4 317



State and private in-kind matches. The use of in-kind matches

has reduced many of the operational problems by providing

program operators more options for producing an acceptable

match. However, in seventeen States, the matching requirement

has not resulted in any additional cash contributions for the

Title III program.

The problems of unobligated Title III resources have

dissipated. Most sample States successfully committed

previously unobligated resources before the transition year

deadlines. Usually, this effort involved distributing program

funds to xisting service providers such as local Employment

Service offices or community colleges, or renewing projects that

received PY83 funding. Several State officials indicated that

early build-up problems were temporary and associated with

starting a new program.

The strong local input in determining service mix for

Title III continued through the transition year. This, combined

with the broad legislative discretion for determing service

strategies, has produced a wide range of services to address the

varied problems of displaced workers.

State control over the Title III program has meant a

limited number of SDA-operated dislocated worker programs. Only

fourteen of the forty sample SDAs received grants to operate

Title III projects. In these programs, services are usually

9-45
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targeted on persons with a recent labor force attachment, but

others were also served. Services ranged from employability

dwvelopment services, such as job search, to institutional skill

training, usually short term.



10. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

10.1 Introduction

The JTPA legislation authorised the Secretary of Labor

to set performance standards to be used in evaluating whether

the program is meeting the goals envisioned by Congress. The

Department of Labor issued interim standards for the transition

year on April 13, 1983. These standards refer to seven outcome

measures -- four for adults and three for youths. The measures

and the transition year and PY84 numerical values of the

national standards are shown in Table 10-1.

This chapter discusses issues related to setting

standards and to the actual performance of SDAs during the

transition year. The discussion of program year 1984 (PY84) is

limited to the standards-setting process. Information on the

actual PY84 performance of SDAs will be available during the

next phase of the project. The discussion in this chapter

covers both Title XIA and Title III performance standards

issues.

The Department of Labor set numerical values for the

standards at the national level. it also developed an optional

multiple regression methodology to adjust for local conditions

and the characteristics of the participants served. Governors

10-1 .
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Table 10-1. National Standards for Transition Year and

Program Year 1984

Measure Transition yaar RUA

Entered Employment Rate (percent) 58 55

Cost Per Entered Employment 85,900 $5,704

Average Wage at Placement 84.90 $4.91

Welfare Entered Employment Rate (percent) 41 39

Youths

Entered Employment Rate (percent) 41 41

Positive Termination Rate (percent) 82 82

Cost Per Positive Termination $4,900 $4,900



were allowed to determine deviations from the national levels

for individual Mks during the transition year. They were to

use the standards to assess each SDA's performance and were

permitted to reward good performance based on transition year

outcomes, but they could not penalise SDAs for failing to meet

thc interim standards. Although SDAs had to submit certain

types of information required by a national reporting system,

Governors could define terms and require additional information.

JTPA also required the Department of Labor to issue

standards for program year 1984 and beyond by January 31, 1984.

The PY84 standards1 refer to the same set of seven outcomes

and are based on a methodology similar to the transition year

standards. NUmerical values of PY84 national standards for

youth outcomes were identical to the transition year standards,

while three of the four PY84 adult standards (entered employment

rate, cost per entered employment, and welfare entered

employment rate) were set slightly lower. The average wage at

placement standard is only slightly higher for PY84 when

compared to the transition year. The PY84 Department of Labor

adjustment methodology (based on multiple regression analysis)

is available at the Governors' option. If the Governor chooses

an alternative methodology, it must be described in the state

Coordination and Special Services Plan.

Federal Register, Vol. 49, No. 22, February 1, 1984, pp.
4052-4056.

10-3

322



The PY84 standards are to be used for both rewards and

sanctions as specified by JTPA. Performance standards for PY84

are to be used as the basis for distributing 6 percent incentive

funds under Title IIA at the State level. At the local level,

performance standards for SDAs provide incentives for

performance-based contracting. The significance of the PY84

standards is further underlined by the fact that the Secretary

of Labor may not modify performance standards more than once

every two program years, and modifications are not retroactive.

Standards for PY84 will be in effect during PY85 as well.

This report focuses on how the States and SDAs adapted

the national standards to local conditions, and on the

measurement of actual SDA outcomes. In this chapter, we start

with State-level implementation issues. We then discuss

SDA-level Title IIA performance standards implementation.

Finally, we address reporting and verification, an important

area of State-SDA relations.

10.2 State-Level Implementation of Title IIA Standards

During the transition year, all sample States except

one adopted all seven performance measures specified by the

Secretary of Labor. The one exception appeared to be the result

of oversight rather than of deliberate planning. This State



adopted six of the seven measures, but did not use the cost per

positive termination measure for youths. Instead, it adopted a

cost per ntered employment standard for youths as well as for

adults. This State also deviated from the Secretary's list by

specifying a positive termination rate standard for adults, not

only for youths. All of these deviations were eliminated in

PY84, so in essence all sample States have adopted the

Secretary's performance measures.

Three States experimented with measures not included in

the Secretary's list during the transition year. One State set

a job retention standard for the transition year, but dropped it

since the follow-up system was not yet in place. No job

retention standard was established for PY84 in this State.

Another State established a ninety-day employment retention

standard for adults, and a uspecial population entered

employment rateu standard for both adults and youths. Again,

both measures were dropped in PY84. The employment retention

standard was strongly criticised by the SDAs because of the

expense involved in tracking clients who left the program.

Follow-up costs are generally considered administrative expenses

which count against the 15 percent administrative limit. The

',special population entered employment rateu standard was

difficult to measure across SDAs because of the discretion the

State gave to the SDAs in defining and targeting groups with

barriers.

10-5
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Only one of the three States experimenting with

standards during the transition year retained the measures for

PYS4. This State specified three additional standards beyond

the Secretary's measures: a youth enrollment standard, an AFDC

recipient enrollment standard, and a high school dropout

enrollment standard.

In summary, the States had only limited transition year

experience with standards other than the outcome measures

specified by the Secretary of Labor, and those that did

encountered difficulties of early implementation. Therefore, it

is difficult to generalise from these early problems of

implementing additional measures.

In PY84, as in the transition year, the measures

specified by the Secretary were dominant: all States adopted

the Secretary's seven outcome measures. However, a

substantially larger number -- eight of the twenty sample

States -- adopted standards beyond the Secretary's measures.

These fall into the following categories:

o Sianificant segments', standards. Several States
are concerned about equitable service to various
segments of the eligible population. A quarter
of the sample States include enrollment measures
for specific subgroups in the performance
measurement system.

These standards specify input, rather
requirements. Some States identified
standards for specific subgroups such
youth welfare recipients, high school
women, females, minorities, and older

10-6 325

than output
separate
as adult or
dropouts,
workers.



One State identified a list of significant
segments so all-inclusive that the measure became
almost meaningless. in this State the standard
requires that a certain percent of adult/youth
participants belong to one of the following
groups: handicapped, offender, dropout,
displaced homemaker, AFDC recipient, veteran,
older worker, minority or youth. Por youth,
of course, this standard will be met by
definition.

Significant segments standards can be expected to
be consequential only if they refer to specific,
relatively narrow, and clearly identifiable
groups.

gok retention standards. Such standards,
requiring follow-up information, were instituted
in two States for PPM, although more States are
developing follow-up symtems.

Net impact standards. One State developed a
comparison group methodology to measure SDA
performance on two net outcomes (net earnings gain
and net earnings gain per dollar expended).

o Job placement in mew or expanding industries. One
State developed a standard requiring placement of
a certain portion of youth and adult terminees in
new or expanding industries.

o Expenditure standards. Two States2 required
SDAs to spend a certain portion (SS or 90 percent)
of their Title HA funds. This was considered
necessary to assure comparable performance across
SDAs in evaluating those eligible for incentive
awards. Por example, an SDA that met all
performance standards but spent only half its
money would not necessarily be more deserving than
one that missed one standard but spent all of its
money.

21E-i-iard sample State an SS percent expenditure level was
recommended as a condition for granting PY84 incentive funds to
an otherwise qualifying SDA.

:'% "
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The additional measures introduced by some States

reflect three main areas of concern:

o Equity of service (significant segments);

o Longer-term outcomes (job retention, net impacts,
and job placement in new or expanding industries);
and

o Fair use of standards (expenditure requirements).

Most involve complicated technical issues of standards setting.

For example, many States are developing standards using

follow-up studios, and many are also developing standards for

placements in new or expanding occupations (a concern not only

for Title IIA, but also for Title III). More States aro

expected to experiment with additional measures, but some

experiments will be too ambitious technically, and some may be

resisted by the SDAs. In any event, developing additional

outcome measures appears to be a relatively slow, complicated

process.

Beyond specifying performance standards measures,

States may play a substantial role in adjusting the standards

for local SDA conditions, as well as in developing rules

governing the allocation of 6 percent set-aside funds. Since

both rewards and sanctions will be associated with SDA

performance on the P184 measures, it will be essential for

States to devise a weighting scheme or some other method of

summarising performance on the various outcome measures in this

program year.
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Six of the twenty sample States apparently did not use

the Department of Labor regression adjustment methodology in

PY84. The remaining fourteen States did, although several made

further adjustments to the regression-adjusted ODA standards.

The six States that did not use the regression

methodology are particularly important. They reported that they

adjusted the standards derived from the Secretary's model, often

both during the transition year and 'or PY84. Rowever, such

statements might be misleading. In fact, these States took as a

point of departure the national standards published in the

Pederal Register, rather than the model-adjusted standards.

They adopted several figures without any further adjustment,

while they adjusted others (usually based on a more or less

qualitative assessment of local data). This group included

single-ODA States and States with a small number of 8DAs, but

also two with a relatively large number of SDAs. In some

multi-IDA States the same standards were applied to all SDAs,

though one of those States is developing adjustments for local

conditions.

Single-ODA and other sma3A Estates that did not use the

Secretary's adjustment methodologl J'7 adjust standards -- most

frequently the average wage at p!.1.....L!lc standard -- based on

local circumstances such as low area wags rates. Similarly, in

one multi-IDA State adopting the same standard across all SDAs,
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methodology. In addition, some States may have felt that their

programs would be held accountable for meeting national

standards, prompting them either to mandate the national

standards or to justify departures from those figures. Some

States may feel that uniform standards for all SDAs are easier

to enforce and politically easier to defend than standards that

vary by ODA, although political conflicts clearly arose as a

result of uniform ODA standards in one of the six sample states

using the national standards as a point of departure.

Fourteen sample States did use the Secretary's

regression methodology to adjust SDA performance expectations.

However, nearly half reported further adjustments, or possible

further adjustments, to the standards. These incorporate a

diversity of practices:

o One State adjusted the wage standard;

o A large State developed detailed guidelines under
which SDAs may apply for adjustments based on
special circumstances;

o Another State is developing ',parameter bandsu
defining acceptable levels of performance;

o One State applied a 10 percent productivity
improvement factor to the model-adjusted
values, and developed an SDA review process of
draft standards. This process is designed
primarily to reduce computational errors and the
use of incorrect local data; and

o Another State adjusted*usubminimumu model-derived
SDA standards to ',minimum', acceptable levels of
performance. These were based on a variety of
data and considerations, including transition year
performance, productivity improvement expecta-
tions, and adjustments for the introduction
of youth competency systems.
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Standards not included in the Secretary's list of

performance measures fall into two categories:

o Uniform statewide standards. In the case of job
retention,expenditure rate, job placement in new
or xpanding industries, and net impact standArds,
all SDAs within the State are subject to the same
requirement.

o SDA-adjusted standards. 11Significant segmentsu
standards are sometimes (but not always) defined
relative to the incidence of the given population
subgroups (e.g., minorities) in the given SDA.
(In other cases uniform statewide standards are
applied to the given significant segment.)



Incentive Punds and Performance Standards

The distribution of 6 percent incentive funds is

related to how performance on tho various measures is

summarized. Several possibilities xist for linking performance

on the various measures to the distribution of 6 percett funds.

The following summary illustrates the diverse patterns in the

sample States.

A central issue is whether one or several incentive

fund potso are used. Some States developed several pots. If

separate funds are developed for each outcome measure, the only

weighting issue is whether the same amount is assigned to all

measures, or whether good performance on some measures is

rewarded with more incentive money than good performance on

others. One State that developed a separate pot for each

measure assigned an equal amount to each measure except one;

they argued that the average wage at placement standard reflects

legislative intent less than the other Standards do.

Most States, however, summarized performance on various

measures in a single index, or in two or three summary

measures. Methods of arriving at these measures include:

o Specifying that an SDA must meet a certain
number of standards (such as five of seven
measures) to qualify for incentive awards.
Often certain measures must be met as part
of the qualifying set. Por example, one
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State specified that the adult, welfare, and
youth ntered employment rates should be part
of five measures to meet;

o Developing a uperformance index', by averaging the
percentages by which SDAs deviate from standards.
Equal or unequal weights may be used. Por
example, one State assigned highest weights
to the adult entered employment rate (EER) measure
and lowest weight to the youth entered employment
rate and youth cost per positive termination
measures; and

o Using a point system. Points are
assigned based on the deviation of actual
outcomes from the standard on each measure;
the sum results in an overall score.

Whether incentive awards should be proportional to SDA

size is an issue distinct from weighting the various measures.

Some States weighted incentive awards by the size of SDA Title

IIA allocations. However, most apparently do mt plan to weight

6 percent incentive awards by SDA size. Consequently, two SDAs

satisfying the same sat of performance requirements equally

would be entitled to the same incentive bonus even if one

administers a program several times larger than the other.

Another issue is whether incentive awards are allocated

by fiself Competition, or by competition among all SDAs for a

fixed pool of funds. Under the first option, the State would

specify a fixed standard, and an SDA meeting this standard would

receive an incentive award whether or not other SDAs in the

state meet the expectations set for them. uSelfu competition,

therefore, means that the SDA knows in advance the exact amount

of the award it is entitled to if it meets performance

10-14
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e xpectations. By contrast, if a fixed amount of funds is

available for all SDAs meeting the given performance

xpectations, the amount received by any one ODA depends on the

number qualifying. In the extreme case, one SDA may receive the

whole pot, if no others qualify.

Some BOA officials have criticized competition among

SDAs for a pool of statewide incentive funds as unfair, but only

one State has proposed a selfft competition system for PY84.

Many States may have rejected this option because part oi the

incentive funds would remain unspent unless all SDAs meet their

standards. In the one State contemplating this system the

proposal calls for rolling over unspent PY84 incentive funds to

PIM

State comments to the contrary, the nunfairness of

inter-SDA competition for the same pot is not self-evident.

States me* be justified in granting a larger award to an SDA

that meets standards when few other SDAs do so, because the

achievement is more outstanding. This logic may explain, at

least in part, the greater popularity of this system in the

States.

With respect to distribution of PY84 incentive funds,

the various States adopted, or plan to adopt, complex patterns

of allocation mechanisms similar to those already discussed.

Some States addressed a wealth of detail, but many have not

addressed several operational issues discussed above. States
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apparently are still experimenting with ways of linking

performance standards to the distribution of 6 percent funds,

and modifications are likely in the future.

10.3 ODA-Level Implementation of Title IIA Standards

Performance standards raise two sets of issues in the

SDAs. The first is the implementation of standards at the SDA

level. The second is the relationship between the.SDA

performance standard and performance expectations of the SDA

toward service providers.

During the transition year, 90 percent of sample SDAs

did not add to or modify the standards specified by the State.

The few that made modifications often set numerical values

stricter than the standards received from the State.

Some SDAs were unable to provide Field Associates with

specific, numerical information on SDA standards, and especially

on actual transition year performance on these standards. In

some cases, this information was obtained from the State, rather

than the SDA. The limited SDA interest in performance standards

is obviously related to the lack of sanctions, and to the rather

limited use of incentives associated with transition year

performance. The interest of the PICs in performance standards



was often indirect; SDAs were More active in setting sub-SDA

level performance expectations, a subject discussed later in

this section.

Using the information available on the relationship

between transition year standards and actual SDA performance, we

classified SDAs according to their success or failure in

reaching their transition year standards3. The results are as

follows:

Percent of Sample SDAs Meettnq
Transition Year Standards,.

HIRAM= Percent

Entered Employment Rate 79
Cost Per Entered Employment 89
Average Wage at Placement 71
Welfare Entered Employment Rate 80

Youths

Entered Employment Rate 73
Positive Termination Rate 46
Cost Per Positive Termination 74

.

Some of the information is based on preliminary data. In
some cases the numerical value of standards applying to the
given SDA was uncertain. In cases where the State and SDA
versions differed, the State figures were used. .

4Percent of SDAs where information on both transition year
standard and actual performance was available.



The cost per entered employment standard was the adult

standard most frequently met by 8DAs. In fact, detailed data

suggest that many.ODAs substantially overperformed on this

measure. This may be partially explained by the fact that it is

difficult to apply historic =TA data to the_JTPA program, which

involves lower costs by design. In addition, PICs often viewed

low-cost training as an important goal.

The adult entered employment rate and welfare entered

employment rate standards were also met by approximately four*

out of five 8DAs. In most cases, however, the magnitude of

deviation from the standard was modest. The average wage at

placement was the adult standard most difficult to meet; 30

percent of SDAs did not reach it.

Overall, a smaller portion of 8DAs met the youth

standards. Power than half met the youth positive termination

standard. This is related to the lack of established youth

competency systems in many 8DA5.

8DAs were also classified by the relationship between

PY84 and transition year standards. For each of the seven

measures, three groups were created:

VY84 standard is higher than the transition
year standard;

o VY84 and transition year standards are the same;
and

10-18
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VY84 standard is lower than the transition year
standard.

The data in Table 10-2 show that PY84 standards were

set cautiously. For each standard, the percent of 8DAs meeting

transition year standards is higher, often substantially so,

than the percent with tightened VY84 standards. For example,

although 79 percent of SDAs met the adult entered employment

rate standard during the transition year, only 37 percent had

higher VY84 standards. Perhaps even more interesting is the

fact that a substantial portion face loosened, rather than

tightened, VY84 standards. Again, almost half (49 percent) of

the sample 8DAs had lower adult entered employment rate

standards for PY84 than for the transition year, although only

21 percent failed to meet transition year standards.

Only the cost standards are tighter in at least half of

the SDAs for PY84. Sixty-eight percent face tightened adult

cost per entered employment standards and SO percent will have

tighter youth cost per positive termination standards.

Except for the cost standard, there is no obvious

relationship between transition year performance and changes

between transition year aad PY84 standards. For example,

although a higher portion of SDAs failed to reach the adult wage



Table 10-2. Distribution of SDAs by Relationship Between P184
and Transition Year Standards*

Measure

P184 Stanclard

Nigher Same Lower
Total

Adult Entered Employment Rate 37% 14% 49% 100%

Adult Cost Per Entered Employment 21% 12% 68% 100%

Adult Average Wage at Placement 48% 9% 42% 100%

Adult Welfare Entered Employment

Rate 41% 6% 53% 100%

Youth Entered Employment Rate 14% 34% 51% 100%

Youth Positive Termination Rate 26% 35% 38% 100%

Youth Cost Per Positive

Termination 19% 31% 50% 100%

*Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.



standard than the entered employment rate standards (both total

and welfare), more face increased P784 wage standards than

increased entered employment rate standards.

Use of Performance-Based Contracting

As in the earlier phase of this study, the latest round

of observations found substantial and increasing use of

performance-based contracting. More than two-thirds of sample

SDAs reported using it. Six of the twenty-seven SDAs that

reported using it also noted that they did not use it during the

transition year, started to use it during the transition year,

or plan to introduce it during P184.

Performance-based contracting is seen as a way to

ensure greater subcontractor accountability. It is also related

to some, although not all, performance standards. Placement is

the most frequently used outcome lemilestonell. Job retention,

rttainment of certain educational competencies, and program

completion are also often used. Contracts usually specify

enrollment requirements. Wage at termination is not typically

used. Performance-based contracting is most closely associated

with entered employment and cost standards.
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Typically, not all service contractors receive the same

performance requirements. Contracts usually differ by type of

service. In some SDAs all contractors performing the same type

of service face identical requirements. In others, however,

performance-based contracts are individually negotiated with

service providers. As a result, in most SDAs the link between

SDA-level standards and entered employment rate or cost

standards is indirect; a crucial intervening link is the service

miz and selection of service providers.

10.4 Title III Performance Standards

The Department of Labor did not set numerical perfor-

mance standards for Title III projects applicable to either the

transition year (TY84) or the first program year (PY84). How-

ever, Governors were required to establish an entered employment

rate (BER) for terminees from the formula- funded portion of

their Title III program in PY84. The few standards for Title

III that were specified during TY84 were taken primarily from

Title IIA specifications. The TY84 experience could have

provided the project ezperience upon which to base performance

measures for Title III projects initiated in PY84. In fact, few

States seem to have specifically referred to the TY84 experience

in establishing performance standards for PY84 Title III

programs.



Only four of the twenty States observed during the

summer of 1984 had not implemented any performance standards for

Title III. In two States, standards had not yet been estab-

lished, while in the other two the established standards had

simply not been implemented at the time of the observation.

Officials in each of the four States indicated that it was only

a matter of time before standards would be implemented.

Sixteen of the twenty States have stablished and

implemented a numerical performance standard for the entered

employment rate of terminees leaving Title III projects

contracted in VY84. Most of these States set a value at or

slightly above the 55 percent rate set for Title IIA. The

States with the highest reported Title III entered employment

rate were one with a 70 percent goal and another with an 80

percent goal. Only one State specified a standard of less than

35 percent and this was based on the TY84.average rate for Title

III. Another State, which specified a unique entered employment

rate for each Title Iii project, had some projects with a rate

as low as 35 percent, although the average for all contracts was

35 percent.

Of the sixteen States with ntered employment rate

performance goals,.four adopted the Title IIA adult goals

without further specification. Hence, these four States also
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APPENDIX A

SUMMARY PROGRAM ACTIVITY DATA

Exhibit A breaks down and defines the different

categories used for program activity. Copies of participant

record forms supplied by the Associates during the earlier phase

of the study indicated that essentially all SDAs would be

collecting the information needed to produce the summary records

in this form. The Associates were therefore asked to collect

these data and comment on their overall quality. In SDAs where

the data could not be readily obtained in this form, Associates

were na.asked to examine the actual files and aggregate the

data in this fora.

Data Availability

Despite earlier indications that summary information by

program activity could be assembled in this fashion from the

SDAs, in only nineteen of the forty sample SDAs was this

information available. The twenty-one SDAs that could not

supply such information either lack program activity information

entirely (17 SDAs) or have incomplete data for the identified

categories of service mix (4. SDAs) .
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Exhibit A-1. Title IIA Planned Enrollment Levels, Year to Date
Enrollments, Positive Terminations, Average Wage
at Termination by Program ActiVity Through
June 30, 1984
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There are a number of reasons for this lack of data by

program activity. The reporting requirements established by the

States appear foremost among these. Most SDAs have structured

their management information system (MIS) to generate the

enrollment, termination, and cost data requested by the States.

Following Federal reporting requirements, States require that
-

these data be aggreated separately for adults, adults on

welfare, and youths. As a result, service providers have

itoncentrated on developing accounting and management information

procedures that produce termination and cost data by adult,

youth, and welfare recipient categories. Moreover,

characteristics data such as the sex, age, family income, and

educational status of program terminees must be collected

separately for these groups. Service providers are finding that

these requirements make it difficult to develop a separate

reporting system summarising participant data by program

activity.

Associates in several SDAs point out that the problem

of collecting service mix data is also aggravated by the

increased use of subcontractors to provide JTPA services.

Subcontractors provide services and maintain files on each

participant. Therefore, SDAs requesting program activity data

have no central file from which to work. Instead, they must

work with each subcontractor and have them report the summary

data to the administrative entity or use SDA staff to nrummageu
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through subgrantee files and aggregate the data by the defined

activities. SDAs generally do not engage in data collection

efforts of this type because the States simply do not require

this level of detail. The following quote from an Associate

illustrates some of these problems:

None of the data requested on actual performance
[by program activity] were available in this SDA.
1 was able to glean the planning figures from the
Budget and Activity Plan Summary but [the SDA] does
not keep data in the format required for reports.
The Annual Status Report was only available from
the Statli. [The ODA] simply ships their data
tapes tc the State and lets the State merge
it with the Statewide data system. There is very
little interest in measurement except for
documenting good performance....

There are still other impediments to collecting summary

program activity data from the SDAs. Local information systems

are not fully operable in some areas and there is little

indication that service providers are consistently classifying

the services they provide. Because of the absence of specific

guidelines to govern the classification of employment

interventions and actual collection of the data, operators must

decide whether such data are to be collected and how data files

will be structured.
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PROCESS EVALUATION OP THE IMPLEMENTATION
OP THE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT

Phase 2. State Field Research Report

Due: August 1, 1984

Associate:

State:

Please send one copy of this report to:

Dr. Robert P. Cook
Westat, Inc.
1650 Research Boulevard
Rockville, Maryland 20850

You should also retain a copy for yourself.

Note: In order to facilitate the analysis, your report should
be made on this report form. Wherever necessary, you
should insert continuation sheets in the report form.
A supply of continuation sheets is amnded to the report
form. Please make additional copies If you need them.
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Introduction to the Report Form

The general purpose of the two-year study is to
identify and assess the major organizational, administrative,
and operational processes and problems relating to implementation
of Titles I, IIA, and III of the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA). Key JTPA elements are more State control, changed Federal
role, private sector partnership, focus on training, closer
coordination between employment and training service deliverers,
a dislocated worker program and a performance-based system with
placement and cost standards.

This Report Form covers the State-level observations in
Phase 2 of the study. This observation serves various goals.
The prime objective is to identify major variations in JTPA organiza-
tional patterns and their early program effects as implemented in
the various States. The second is the relationship between State
and sub-State level activities in the implementation of Titles IIA
and, particularly, III. The discussion of implementation issues
surrounding the establishment of JTPA will also provide early
feedback to policymakers.

This Report Form has six sections:

Part I .

Part II
Part III
Part IV
Part V
Part VI

SDA Organization;
Title IIA Decisions;
Participant Characteristics;
Title IIA Performance Standards;
State Allocation of Title III Resources; and
Other Issues

Part I is concerned with overall State organization of
JTPA including the role of the State council, private sector,
involvement, and the effects of the Wagner-Peyser (Title V)
amendments on the Employment Service (ES). Part II is concerned
with State actions regarding Title IIA such as targeting, the
establishment of performance standards and reporting requirements,
relations with the SDAs, and responses to problems identified at
the Service Delivery Area (SDA) level. Part III is designed to
collect program statistics on the characteristics of participants.
Part IV deals with the establishment and measurement of perform-
ance standards by the State for the SDAs under Title IIA. Part V
examines the allocation of Title III resources, targeting, and
the projects funded under Title III by the State. Part VI covers
a short list of related.implementation issues.
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Please complete your report on this Report Form. When it
is completed, make a copy for yourself and send the original, by
August 1, 1984 to:

Robert F..Cook
Westat, Inc.
1650 Research Boulevard
Rockville, Maryland 20850

If you have any questions, please call me at
(800) 638-8985 or (301) 251-2389.

The following table summarizes the time period correspond-
ing to the various abbreviated FY and PY designations. Please make
sure that your use of them corresponds to this schedule.

FY83 Oct. 1, 1982 - Sept. 30, 1983
Transition year Oct. 1, 1983 - June 30, 1984
PY84 July 1, 1984 - June 30, 1985
PY85 July 1, 1985 - June 30, 1986

A further complication is that appropriations still follow the
fiscal year schedule. For example, funds for PY84 and PY85 were
included in the FY84 (Oct. 1, 1983 - Sept. 30, 1984) budget.

As a final note, for a number of reasons that relate to
protection from legal and other problems for you, us, your juris-
diction, and the people you talk to, your report should be considered
confidential to the study. Any inquiries regarding your analysis
should be referred to Westat. You may assure the people you talk to
that no views or assessments that are given to you or reported to us
will be identified with any specific jurisdiction or individual and
no administrative (eig., compliance or audit) use will be made of
your report. This should not be interpreted as preventing you from
expressing your opinion as an individual or from providing feedback
to people you interview in the course of the study.

Bob Cook
Project Director
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Part I. State Organization

1. Phase 1 indicated that Titles IIA, the IIA set-
asides and Title III were often administered by new or different
offices of the State Government, giving more control over the
Title IIA set-asides and Title III to the Governor and reducing
the control by the State Council and the old CETA agencies.
Recently, we have heard anecdotal accounts that control has
reverted to the more traditional agencies. Has the situation in
your State continued or changed? Has there been any change in
the way the State is organized to implement JTPA? Have there
been changes in the major actors? Please discuss.
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Major Analysis Question

2. What role has been played by the Governor in the
continuing implementation of JTPA? For example, how involved was
the Governor (Governor's Office) in the passage of the Program
Year 1984 (July 1, 1984 - June 30, 1985) State Services plan? Is
JTPA a priority issue to the Governor? What is the importance of
the JTPA - economic development link, if any? Please discuss the
issues relevant in assessing the Governor's role in your State.
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3. What has been the role of the State Council? Would
you characterize it as primary, co-equal or purely advisory?
What has been their role relative to the Governor and other State
level actors? For example, did its role change in putting
together the Program Year 1984 State services plan relative to
its involvement in the Transition Year (October 1, 1983 - June
30, 1984) plan? Did the composition of the staff or council
change? How? What is the relationship between the Council and
the SDAs in your State?
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4. Your Phase 1 reports indicated that private sector
members of the State Council were generally active and learning
the system but by and large they were dominated by the public
sector members or were purely advisory to the Governor. How has
this developed in your State? Has private sector involvement in
the Council increased, decreased or remained the same relative to
Phase 1? Beyond being represented on the State Council, what is
the role of the private sector at the State level?

5. There was some suggestion in a few areas in Phase 1
that private sector involvement might wane. Has the composition
of the private sector membership on the State Council changed?
If wo, how? For example, what kind of trends may be observed in
membership composition, attendance, intensity of involvement,
control of subcommittees?
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The begner-Peyeer Ameedments in Title V of JTPA (described in
detail is the bechground paper) permit the Governor to exercise
oeseiderably more control over the State SS than vas previously
the gess. Gee of the oblectives of this change, as envisioned by
Cesgress, ems as improvement in coordination of SS and other
employmest asd trainiag activities at both the Stat and local
levels. Per each of the following inquiries, please note any
@Magee that have occurred.

G. What Is the formal role of the State IS in the
feemelstion el JTPA policy, programs and contracting at the
*tate level? Please differentiate bitween the influences of ES
sod its "home department° ea JTPA decisions and programs. Is the
State OS or its home &gannet designated as the administering
wort for the State? If so, does any significant JTPA decision-
making role go with that designation in your State, or is it
may that of subcontractor or service provider?
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7. Has the Governor or the legislature moved to take
more control over the State ES, the Director of the ES (or his/her
staff), or the head of its "home department"? Is there any
evidence of changes in control of State ES budgets, plans and
procedures?

8. Have local (regional) ES office service area
boundaries been altered to conform to SDA boundaries in all
or part of the State? Is such a change under active consideration?
Why? Have other agencies (e.g., vocational education, economic
development) reconfigured their boundaries?
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As indicated in the background paper distributed at the conference,
10 percent of the State allotment for ES [7(b)] funds are reserved
to the Governor to: provide incentives to ES offices; provide
services to special groups; and, pay the cost of exemplary models.
The Phase 1 reports indicated that in some cases these funds
were given to the SDAs to "buy" ES services, used to fund special
State programs or given to ES offices to provide required services
to SDAs.

9. How has the State allocated Wagner-Peyser 7b funds
for PY84? Did these funds go to ES or to some other agency
or to the SDAs? For what explicit activities? How was this
decision reached? Will the SDAs have any say in the use of
these funds?
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Part II. Title NA Decisions

Your Phase 1 reports indicated that the 78 percent funds were
passed to the SDAs but that the set-asides were often handled
separately. In some cases the State attempted to reconfigure the
SDAs, in others additional target groups were added for Title
IIA. In a few cases there were references to the State as "the
new regional office" or to State requirements that, for example,
the SDAs use ES for intake and income verification.

1. Please discuss the nature of the relations between
the State and the SDAs. How has this relationship evolved for
the 1984 program year? For example, were there any changes in
the geographic boundaries of the SDAs? How has the relationship
between the State level actors and the SDAs developed through
time?
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2. Please describe the State's Title IIA targeting,
significant segments designations and eligibility definition
(redefinition) actions for PY84. Do they differ from the
Transition Year? If so, how and why?
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3. Please update your account of the use of Title IIA
set-asides in the Transition Year. What is the use of: A) the 8
percent vocational education; B) the 6 percent incentive; C) the
3 percent older worker; and D) the 5 percent administrative funds?

4. Please describe the major differences between the
actual use of Title IIA set-asides during the Transition Year,
and their planned use during Program Year 1984. Describe the
sources of such changes. (For example, the required use of the
performance standards system is expected to result in changes in
the use of six percent funds.) What are the anticipated results
of these changes?
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5. Phase I indicated that some State UI and AFDC legis-
lation (regulations) prohibited participation of these recipients
(who would become ineligible if they did participate). In other
cases the payment of any stipend or need based payments would be
counted as income in the benefit calculation. What was the case
in the State? Has the legislation (regulation) been changed or
waived? Has the legislature been involved in JTPA?

6. How has the State Council or any other State level
agency or actor reacted to SDA level activities and reports
bearing upon Title IIA build-up, youth expenditure requirements,
or use of the 10 percent "window of eligibility"?
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Part III: Participant Characteristics (Table 2-1)

In this section we have reproduced most of the cate-
gories of the JTPA Annual Status Report (JASR). We have adapted
the table from the proposed version distributed by DOL to the
States. The version finally approved by OMB contains a subset of
these items. Therefore, if the final version is in use in your
State, you will only have available the reduced set of character-
istics. Note that this information is largely for terminees
rather than all participants.

We would like to have the characteristics for the period
October 1, 1983 through June 30, 1984 (the Transition Year). If
they will not be available within our observation period (they
may be mailed in after the report has been returned), we would
like to obtain them for the October 1, 1983 to March 30, 1984
(two quarters).

If you can obtain copies of the State forms, simply
send them along with your report rather than recopy them.

NOTE: We are most interested in: the age groups of
the under twenty-two year olds; sex; the numbers with less than a
high school degree; and the number placed in unsubsidized employ-
ment. The reason is that these are related to program mix and
less susceptible to differences ir the characteristics of the
eligible population.

Please indicate the time period covered by the reported
information and discuss below any information regarding the
quality of these data (e.g., exclusion of some SDAs, incomplete
coverage, etc.).
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Table 2-1. CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS

TIME PERIOD TO

TOTAL ADULTS DISLOCATED

I. PARTICIPATION AND TERMINATION 1 ADULTS i (WELFARE) i YOUTH 1 WORKERS

SUMMARY
(A) (B) (C) (D)

A. TOTAL PARTICIPANTS

B. TOTAL TERMINATIONS

1. Entered Employment

2. Other Adult Positive
Terminations

3. Youth Positive
Terminations

4. Other Terminations

II. TERMINEES PERFORMANCE
MEASURES INFORMATION

A. CHARACTERISTICS OF TERMINEES

SEX

Male

Female

AGE

14-15

16-19

20-21

22-44

45-54

55 and over

EDUCATION STATUS

School Dropout

Student (high school
or less)

High School Graduate or
Equivalent (no post-high
school)

Post-High School Attendee

FAMILY STATUS

Single Parent With Depen-
dent(s) Under Age 6

Single Parent With Depen-
dent(s) Age 6 through 17
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Table 2-1. (Continued) CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS

TOTAL ADULTS' DISLOCATED

II. TERMINEES PERFORMANCE i ADULTS 1 (WELFARE) 1 YOUTH 1 WORKERS

MEASURES INFORMATION
.

CONTINUED (A) (3) (c) (0)

RACE/ETHNIC GROUP

White (not Hispanic)

Black (not Hispanic)

Hispanic

American Indian or
Alaskan Native

Asian or Pacific Islander

Other Barriers to_aployment

Limited English Language
Proficiency

Handicapped (Adult/Youth)

Offender

U.C. Status

Unemployment Compensation
Claimant

Unemployment Compensation
Exhaustee

LABOR FORCE STATUS

Unemployed: 1-14 Weeks of

Prior 26 Weeks

Unemployed: Long-Term - 15
or More Weeks of Prior 26
Weeks

Not in Labor Force

Average Weeks Participated

B. TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS
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Part IV: Title HA Performance Standards

Performance standards issues refer to two distinct
periods: the Transition Year (October 1, 1983 - June 30, 1984);
and Program Year 1984 (July 1, 1984 - June 30, 1985). In your
discussion, please separate performance standards issues relating
to these two periods.

1. Please list (and describe) the performance standard
measures used for Title HA for 1) the Transition Year; and 2)
Program Year 1984 for adult and youth programs. At the State
level these are only variables (e.g., entered employment rate)
that are applied to the SDAs (please include any documentation):

Transition Year 1984

Adult Measures Youth Measures*

Proyzam Year 1984

Adult Measures Youth Measures
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2. Are these measures the same as those used in the
"DOL Model"? If not, please describe those that are differen ,
how they are defined and measured, and why they were implemented
(again, please discuss for TY 1984 and PY 1984 separately).

3. How were the actual performance standards set for
the SDAs? If adjustments were made to the "DOL Model" for SDA
variations, what were they and why were they made (TY 1984 and PY
1984)? How is performance on the various measures being weighted
in evaluating overall performance?
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411=1

4. Who is responsible for the calculation of the actual
performance measures for the SDAs? Who collects the data? For
example, does the SDA report data to the State or are performance
measures calculated at the SDA level based on data they collect.
Is this verified by the State (again, please differentiate the
Transition Year and Program Year 1984)? Are they using the JTPA
Annual Status Report (JASR) reports? Are the SDAs in a position
to manipulate data reporting/standards calculations?

5. To the extent that it is known, please discuss
whether SDAs met the Transition Year "performance goals". Were
there any standards that were part'. Ilarly difficult to achieve?
Are there any for Program Year 198 _hat are likely to cause
problems?
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Part V: State Allocation of Title III Pesources

1. The Phase 1 reports on Title III revealed six dif-
ferent intra-State allocation strategies for Title III funds.1
Did your State use the same allocation strategy to distribute ,

Title III funds that have been obligated since your last report?
If not, what were the reasons for the State decision to change
its allocation strategy? What allocation strategy is the State
using to. distribute PY84 funds? What appears to be the rationale
for this choice?

1The different allocation strategies identified in Phase 1 were:
(1) General RFP process; (2) Project basis for specified areas;
(3) Statewide on a competitive project basis; (4) Statewide non-
RFP; (5) Formula-funded to specific SDAs; and (6) Form.1a-funded
to all SDAs/,:ounties.
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3. What were the respective deadlines tor obligation
of FTS) plus emergency Job Sill (supplemental) funds and TY84
funds? Old your State meet these deadlines? If not, how much
mosey was left unobligated and what happened to it? Were any
feeds retained for contingencies, unexpected plant closingh,
gimploymeat Generating Services" (MS), tc.?

3. In Pbase 1 the build-up of Title III activity was
slow and there was significant carryover of PV83 and SIS funds
into the Transition Tear. In Phase 1 we found that 40 percent of
the funds ressiGed unobligated and over half of the projects did
sot have any enrollees. In the report we argued that this was a
temporary phenomenon. eas this problem of slow build-up dis-
appeared or does it persist in ?TIM? What have been the factors
osusing this problem to continue (disappear)?

L' 1
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4. Has the State changed its definition of the
eligible population for Title III? If so, what group is now
being targeted ar4 what was the motivation for this change?

5. Did the Governor establish an "entered employment
rate" standard for the formula-funded 75 percent of Program Year
1984 Title III activities? Did the State establish any other
standards for Title III programs for P184? What were they, how
are they measured and what reporting requirements are associated
with such measures? What is the relationship between the State's
Title III performance goals for P184 and the contracts between
the State and sub-State level entities?
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Title III Projects

For purposes of this section, a project may be identi-
fied'as a sub-State level recipient of Title III funds other
than formula funding to SDAs. A project administrative entity
is the immediate recipient of Title III funds allocated by the
Governor. We note here that SDAs, like any other entities (e.g.,
community colleges, unions, existing training programs, CB05)
may receive Title III funds at the discretion of the Governor,
and thereby, may qualify under our definition of project funding.
Title III activities funded from grants formula-allocated to
SDAs are not covered by our notion of a Title III project. "Pro-
jects" are not necessarily the ultimate service delivery agents.

1. On Table 3-1 (Project Information Sheet) please
list all Title III projects operating in the State. Please
indicate, for each project, the project name in column A, the
program operator in column B, the numbver of planned participants
in column C, the amount of funding from each source in column D
(FY83, EJB), column E (TY84), and column F (PY84). Please DO
NOT INCLUDE ANY NONFEDERAL FUNDS; In column G indicate whether
the listed project is: a new project (code = 1); an addition
to a project which was existing and reported in Phase 1 (code =
2);* a previously existing and reported project for which the
funding level is unchanged (code = 3).

In column H, please provide a short description of the project
including eligibility criteria (e.g., age, occupation, employer,
high school completion, etc.) and services provided (i.e.,
counseling, job search, training, relocation). Also, please
indicate the code for the current operational status of the
project; start-up, nonparticipants (code = 1); operating (code =
2); completed (code = 3); other (code = 4); or unknown (code =
5).

At the bottom of the last page of Table 3-1 please list in row
(a) the total amount of project funding from each funding source.
In row (b) indicate the total amount of funds obligated by other
means (i.e., reserved at the State level for contingency or
formula funded to SDAs). Row (c) should report the total obli-
gation from each source. Row (d) should report the official
State record of the total amount of funds received for each
source. For row (e) (unobligated amounts) compute the difference
between c and d.

*The reported change should include any project for which funding
was reduced or eliminated.
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. Title III Project Information Sheet

I 1 (S) i (C) 1 (D) i (8) i (F) 1 (C) i

Total
,

Total Amount of
Humber of Amount Ttansition Total
Planned of FY83 Year Amount of

nt Program Partici- JTPA and JTPA Honey PY84 Honey . Funding
R 1 Operator 1 pants 1 8J1) Honey o (in thousands) 1 (in thousands) 1 Code i Program Description

Oper-

ational

Status
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fable 3-i. Title ill Project information Sheet (continued)

(A) I (S) I (C) I (D) i (5) 1 (F) o (C) 1

Tots1

Total Amount of

Number of Amount Transition Total

Plenned of FY83 Year Amount of

Project Progrem Partici- JTPA and JTPA Honey PTA Honey Funding

Name . Operator i pants 1 LIB Honey 1 (in thousands) 1 (in thousands) 1 Code i Program Description

Oper-

ational

i Status

(a) Totals of project *New project 1

funding from each Change in funding level to existing project 2

Source
Existing project previously reported funding,

no change 3

(b) Total Funds obligated

by other means from

each source

(C) GRAND TOTAL obligated

from each nnurce

(d) Total Federal funds

sllocsted to state

from eah sourCe

Ie) Hnobl(gated

141 (ierenre

between (r)

and Id))

**Operational status codes:

I. Start-up, no participants

2. Operating

3. Completed

4. Other (please specify)

5. Unknown

3 7 7
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1. Please discuss the information provided in Table
3-1. Have projects been cancelled or increased? Are there
plans for Program Year 1984 to change the mix or direction of
these projects? What was done with any unallocated funds, etc?

2. What is the source of the nonfederal match for
these projects? Has the State appropriated any "real" match?
What sources of in-kirLd matching are being used? Has the matching
requirement been passed on to the program operators? If so, what
matching rate is required? Has the matching requirement caused
a problem for program operators?
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Part VI: Other Issues

1. Our analysis of the Phase 1 reports indicated that
liability for disallowed costs remained an issue, though some
States thought they had resolved it through requirements that
grant recipients have taxing authority or utilize ES for eligi-
bility verification. We also concluded that liability went beyond
income eligibility to issues such as the youth expenditure require-
ment and Title III matching. What is your assessment of the
procedures in this State to avoid audit exceptions? Is the State
concerned about this issue? Have they had any experience to
date?

2. Has the State initiated any post-termination
follow-up of either Title IIA or III programs on a Statewide
basis? Does it anticipate doing so? What time period is used?
Is a sampling procedure employed? (Please provide forms if avail-
able and indicate how this information is being collected.)
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3. Is the State planning or implementing a Statewide
MIS for either Title IIA or III? What is the status of this
effort? Please send the Statewide MIS reporting form or require-
ments/procedures/variables list. In your judgment, are State MIS
procedures adequate to effectively monitor/evaluate the programp
as the State envisions?

4. At least two States have found that State or local
conflict of interest laws, if unchanged, could result in public
and/or private members of the SJTCC or PIC being subject to
penalties if their organizations received JTPA funds, even if the
members abstained from voting for such funds. Is this an issue
in your State? What steps are being taken to resolve it?
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5. Please identify any other implementation issues
that occurred in this State that might be important to this
analysis. Please include anything that, in your judgment, should
be included in future observations.
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6. Final Assessment

JTPA intended the States to play a central rola in
management of this program. Your Phase 1 reports indicated that
State Governors and State agencies are, indeed, exercising these
responsibilities. The Federal role is narrower than under CETA;
decentralization of program management from Washington to State
capitals seems to be working. A major analysis question we now
wish to consider is the effect of JTPA on State-local relations.
Do you view JTPA as a vehicle for centralization or decentrali-
zation? Based on both State and SDA level observations, please
analyze State-SDA dynamics in this context and, in so doing,
explicitly consider:

State-SDA relations; whether and how State relation-
ships vary according to the prior CETA experience of
the SDA(s) in your State;

Whether the "State" presents a consistent approach to
SDAs or whether there are important differences among
various State agencies vis-a-vis SDAs;

Whether marked variations in State-SDA relations may be
observed as a function of SDA size or other factors;

How much latitude SDAs have in defining and imple-
menting local programmatic and participant priorities;
i.e., how controlling are State priorities;

How much latitude SDAs have in program management%



PHASE 2 REPORT FORM
Continuation Page
Associate
State
Question



APPENDIX C

384



PROCESS EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT

Phase 2. SDA Field Research Report

Due: August 1, 1984

Associate:

SDA:

Please send one copy of this report to:

Dr. Robert F. Cook
Westat, Inc.
1650 Research Boulevard
Rockville, Maryland 20850

You should also retain a copy for yourself.

Note: In order to facilitate the analysis, your report should
be made on this report form. Wherever necessary, you
should insert continuation sheets in the report form.
A supply of continuation sheets is appended to the report
form. Please make additional copies if you need them.



Introduction to the Report Form

The general purpose of the two-year study is to
identify and assess the major organizational, administrative,
and operational processes and problems relating to implementatiol
of Titles I, IIA, and III of the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA). Rey JTPA elements include more State control, changed
Federal role, private sector partnership, focus on training,
closer coordination between employment and training service
deliverers, a dislocated worker program and a performance-based
system with placement.and cost standards.

This Report Form covers Service Delivery Area (SDA)
level observation in Phase 2 of the study of JTPA implementation
It is the first full observation of SDA level programming and
draws heavily on the results of our Phase 1A initial observation
in February and March. There are several topics of interest
in this observation: relations with the State; tl'e services
provided and the eligible population targeted by the SDA;
Title III programming in the SDAs; and the coordination of
Titles IIA and III activities. We are also interested in
identifying any problems that would be of interest for policy
purposes at this point in the implementation and in allowing a
further examination of potential problem areas that surfaced
in the earlier phases of this study.

This Report Form has six sections:

Part I SDA Organization
Part II Title IIA Programming
Part III Title IIA Service Mix and

Participant Characteristics
Part IV Title IIA Performance Standards
Part V Title III Programming
Part VI Other Implementation Issues

Part I examines the organization of JTPA at the SDA
level, the designation of the grant recipient and administrative
entity, the role of the PIC and particularly its private sector
members and the relationship with other organizations. Part II
covers the selection of the target groups and issues surrounding
the implementation of Title IIA. Part III is concerned with the
kinds of services provided to Title IIA participants. Part IV
examines the performance standarOs in place in the SDA, the
effects of these standards on Title IIA programming and the use
of performance based contracts and their relationship to the
overall performance standards. Part V examines Title III
programs operating in the SDA as well as the coordination of
Title IIA and III programs. Part VI covers miscellaneous
implementation issues and offers an opportunity for you to
provide an overall assessment of the operation of JTPA in your
jurisdiction.
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Please complete your report on this Report Form. When it
is completed, make a copy for yourself and send the original, by
August 1, 1984 tot

Robert F. Cook
Westat, Inc.
1650 Research Boulevard
Rockville, Maryland 20850

If you have any questions, please call me at
(800) 638-8985 or (301) 251-8239.

The following table summarizes the time period correspond-
ing to the various abbreviated FY and PY designations. Please make
sure that your use of them corresponds to this schedule.

FY83 Oct. 1, 1982 - Sept. 30, 1983
Transition year Oct. 1, 1983 - June 30, 1984
PY84 July 1, 1984 - June 30, 1985
PY85 July 1, 1985 - June 30, 1986

A further complication is that appropriations still follow the
fiscal year schedule. For example, funds for PY84 and PY85 were
included in the FY84 (Oct. 1, 1983 - Sept. 30, 1984) budget.

As a final note, for a number of reasons that relate to
protection from legal and other problems for you, us, your juris-
diction, and the people you talk to, your report should be considered
confidential to the study. Any inquiries regarding your analysis
should be referred to Westat. You may assure the people you talk to
that no views or assessments that are given to you or reported to us
will be identified with any specific jurisdiction or individual and
no administrative (e.g., compliance or audit) use will be made of
your report. This should not be interpreted as preventing you from
expressing your opinion as an individual or from providing feedback
to people you interview in the course of the study.

Bob Cook
Project Director
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Part I. SDA Organization

1. How is this SDA organized? Who is the grant
recipient, the administrative entity? What organization actually
runs the program? (Associates in SDAs observed in Phase lA
please provide a short synopsis and note changes.)
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Major Analysis Question

2. What is the nature of the relations between the
State and the SDA? Is the SDA receiving guidance from the State
on what is or is not an allowable use of funds, etc.? Phase lA
included several suggestions that the State is the new "Federal
Regional Office." Please separate administrative from policy
issues and discuss any conflicts that have arisen.
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3. Please indicate the composition of the PIC (current)
and characterize its role relative to that of the local elected
officials (LEO) as primary, co-equal or purely advisory in the
determination of the Program Year 1984 plan. Phase lA indicated
that most PICS were advisory but suggested that their role might
increase as plans for PY84 were laid. Does this PIC have its
own staff?

4. A number of Associates indicated in Phase lA that
an appropriate and continuing area for inquiry was the relations
between the PIC and the agency that staffs the PIC or operates
the program with regard to policy setting and monitoring and
evaluation versus day-to-day administration. Please discuss
this issue as it applies in this SDA.
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5. Phase LA suggested that private sector influence
was only beginning to evolve and that the time and effort expended
in learning the complexities of the program and how to deal with
public agencies were substantial. There was some suggestion
that their interest might decline. How has private sector PIC
influence evolved in this SDA? How many of the private sectdr
members were on the CETA Title VII PIC?
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6. What services does the local ES and/or the State
ES provide to this SDA? What is the source of funding for these
services (basic Wagner-Peyser (7a), JTPA 78 percent Title ITA,
Title III, JTPA Title IIA.set aside money, Wagner-Peyser 10 per-
cent set-aside (7b) money, other sources)? If there will be
changes from the Transition Year to Program Year 1984, please
note them.
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7. The PIC and the Local Elected Official (LEO) in
each SDA have new roles and powers with respect to approval of
the local ES plan for the SDA aside from the JTPA portion of the
plan. Please discuss the type and degree of PIC involvement in
this review process. How do the PIC and key PIC actors view
their roles in this process? How would you characterize the
attitudes, role, or actions of private sector PIC members with
respect to consideration of this plan?

8. What is being done in this SDA concerning followup
of program participants for program evaluation (monitoring)
purposes? If follow-up is being done is a sampling procedure
being used? What is the time period of the follow-up? In your
judgement, are the procedures in place adequate for the intended
purpose?
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Part II. Title IIA Programming

1. What are the target groups for service in this
SDA? How were these groups selected? For example, was the PIC
involved in these decisions? What is the relationship between
available (or desired) service mix and target populations? What,
in your judgment, is the philosophy behind this targeting (most
needy, most job ready, will benefit most from training)? What
intake process is being used?
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Major Analvsis Question

2. Mow do tbe issues of target group(s), service mix
and performance standards fit together (or not) in this $0117
Does it differ accordins7 to target group or specific service
category (e.g., 00T, CT),
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3. Other parts of the legislation allow for waivers of
the 30 percent limit.for stipends, work experience costs and
administration, as well as the youth expenditure requirement,
inclusion of non-training costs in performance based (unit cost)
contracts, etc. (There is no waiver on the 15 percent administra-
tive limit.) What is this SDA doing to comply with (avoid) these
strictures? There is, of course, a potential for disallowed
costs. What is your assessment of the situation in this SDA?
What potential problems might result?
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Part III: Title IIA Service Mix and Participant Characteristics

Early reports on the types of Title NA services being
provided by SDAs range from OJT to occupational skills training
to basic and remedial education to limited work experience or job
search. Overall, there appears to be an emerging emphasis on the
use of OJT and occupational skills training. One objective in
this Phase of the study is to address the service mix issue more
quantifiably through the use of enrollment data collected through
June 30, 1984. In particular, we would like to examine planned
enrollment, year to date enrollment levels, total terminations,
placements, the average wage rate at placement and expenditures
per participant by the various program activities. Table 2-1
lists each activity for which this information is to be collected
and the definitions used for each activity. To properly define
these activities the following taxonomy of training was used:

(1) Employability development that is designed to
provide an orientation to the world of work,
improve work habits, motivation, personal groom-
ing, personal finance, job search skills; etc.;

(2) General training that imparts basic remedial and
adult education -- skills training that is general
and not related to a particular occupation; and

(3) Specific skills training that provides training in
areas related to a particular occupation (i.e.,
welding, computer programming, bookkeeping, etc.).

In column A of Table 2-1 please indicate the
planned enrollment level for each activity. In column B please
report the cumulative enrollment level as of June 30, 1984. In
column C please report the total number of terminations per
activity. In column D indicate the total number of unsubsidized
job placements, and column E should report the average wage at
placement. Finally, report the expenditures per participant in
column F. It is anticipated that most of the needed data will be
available through SDA monthly summary report forms. However,
some SDAs may only have the data on individual participant records.
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Planned enrollments should be available from the TY84
plan or may be summarized from contracts. Year to date enroll-
ments should be available from the management information system,
as should terminations, placements and, since they are perform-
ance standards, the average wage at placement as well as the
expenditure per parti.Jipant.

We are most interested in the "harder" service areas
(e.g., OJT, class training) and we have listed them in descend-
ing order with the "fuzziest". (Employability development) at the
bottom. We also realize that the enrollments in each activity
may sum to more than 100 percent of total enrollment due to
participation in multiple activities.

** NOTE **

Our study of the forms supplied with
your Phase 1 and lA reports indicates
that the information is available in
summary records. If this is not the
case in your SDA, please call before
you engage in any large scale "data
grubbing."

1. Please use this space to comment on the quality,
availability or unavailability of this information.
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Title IIA

Phoned Enrollment Levels, Yesr to Date Enrollments

Positive Terminstions, Aversge Wogs st Terminstion

By Progrsm Activity Through June 30, 1984

I.
lty Definition
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(A) (11) (C) 01 (E) (P)

Total

Planned Enrollment Terminstions Plscements Aversge Wage Expenditure
TY84 Through Through Through st Per

i Enrollment 1 6/30/84 6/30/84 6/30/84 Placement i Participant

o Trsining thst is provided by s

public or privets employer at

the worksite in exchange tor s

wogs subsidy thst is not to

exceed 50 percent

nil Training that may be provided

lining in sn institutional setting

Mot is directly related to s

specific occupstion, paid for

entirely through progrsm funds

(i.e., vocstionsl trsining,

csrpentry, welding, etc.)

cation Instruction thst is provided

in s classroom setting which

is designed to improve basic

or remedial math, reading,

and general educational

competencies

Hence Employment provided in a

public or private

organisation to elitism:

employability development

while exposing the

participent to various

occupational opportunities

Individusls are pieced in a

program that requires them to

locate employment opportunities

(i.e., job clubs) and/or

progrsm staff conducts job

development and plscement

strategies

lity Individuals are provided

It instruction in programs

designed to develop, among

other things: job search

skills, personal appearance;

and general work requirements

(does not include work

experience)
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OJT Contracts

Table 2-2 is designed to collect specific information
on the nature of the OJT contracts that have been let. For each
contract please list the employer (column A), the occupation in
which the participant has been placed (Column B), the wage rate
for the occupation (Column C), the length of the training in
hours (Column D), and the subsidy rate if different from 50
percent (Column E). We have allowed for twenty such contracts.
There are probably more than twenty such contracts in your SDA.
In Phase lA we received several lists of OJT contracts containing
this information. If a list is available, just send the list.
If there is no list, take every Nth one to produce a list of
twenty.

2. Please discuss the emphasis on OJT in this SDA,
the process used to develop OJT positions, and the kinds of OJT
positions developed.
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OJT CONTRACTS
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(A) (B) (C) (DI (E)
Employer Occupation Wage Rate Length of Subsidy Rate

Training (If Different
(in Hours) From 50%)
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Major Analysis Question

3. The potential for systematic selection of title
IIA participants is a continuing concern to DOL and the Congress.
For the youth participants, the concern is that the limit on
stipends and the decision to emphasize job placement over
remaining in school as the major positive outcome will lead to a
focus of training activity on high school seniors about to enter
the labor force. For adult participants, the need to establish
private sector placements at the lowest possible cost emphasizes
serving the most "job-ready" adults (i.e., those adults with
high school diplomas or a significant work history). How has
this worked out in your SDA?
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Table 2-3 Participant Characteristics

The following table is designed to obtain two types of
information. The first is the planned enrollment levels of
various groups within the eligible population. We plan to use
the planned enrollment figures in relation to actual enrollments
as a measure of buildup and targeting. The second purpose of
the table is to supply characteristics information on the popu-
lation served.

We are particularly interested in two things. First,
there are anecedotal accounts of underenrollment, particularly
of youth and those with less than a high school degree. A number
of Phase lA reports indicated difficulty enrolling youth and
particularly out of school youth. We feel that quantitative
evidence of selection within the eligible population will show
up only in the proportion with less than high school degree and
in the proportion receiving AFDC at entry. Second, your reports
indicated that the combination of only using a placement per-
formance standard for youth and the limitations on the length of
work experience will combine to mean that service is provided
only to youth over'the age of seventeen.

The planned enrollment should be available from the
annual plan or from the numbers specified in performance contracts
The actual charactericitics of terminees is required for the JTPA
Annual Status Report (JASR). The time period is October 1983
through the end of the Transition Year on June 30, 1984. If
they are not available for this period we will take the first
two quarters of TY 1984 (October 1983 - March 30, 1984). If
more detailed information is available, please send it along
with your report. Please note that we are using terminations as
the universe of enrollees since that is the information required
for federal reporting purposes. This will differ from actual
cumulative enrollments for those still in the program at the
close of the Transition Year.

4. Please comment on the quality, availability and
conclusions to be drawn from these data.
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Enrollment and Participant Characteristics

Period: to
MM11110

Transition
Planned Year

Enrollment Termination

Total Participants

Total Terminations
Entered employment
Other adult positive

termination
Youth positive

termination
Other terminations

Characteristics

Male

Female

Age

14-15

16-19

20-21
22-44
45-54
55 and over

Education
School dropout
Student (H.S. or less)
High school graduate

or more

Race
White
Black
Hispanic
Native American
Asian
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Table 2-3 (Continued)

Enrollment and Participant Characteristics

Period: to

Transition
Planned Year
Enrollment Termination

Employment Barriers

Limited English
Handicapped
Offender

Benefit Recipiency
U.I Claimant
U.I. Exhaustee
Public Assistance (GA)
AFDC
Youth AFDC

Labor Force Status
(prior 26 weeks)
Unemployed 1-14 weeks
Unemployed 15 or more weeks
Not in labor force 1
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Part IV: Title IZA Performance Standards

Performance standards are need to evaluate the relative
performance of the various SDAs. One set of performance issues
at the SDA level is the relationship between performance stan-
dards received by the 8DA from the State and the actual overall
performance of the given SDA. Another set of issues is the link
between SDA -level performance standards and the performance
expectations of the SDA as applied to the subcontractors within
the SDA. In your discussion please separate these SDA and sub-
SDA level issues. You should also distinguish between the
Transition Year (October 1, 1983 - June 30, 1984), and PY64 (July
1, 1984 to June 30, 1965).

1. Please list the actual numerical values of the
Title IIA performance standards for this IDA for the Transition
Year and proglam year 1984. Please also indicate how these stan-
dards were set:

Transition sear Standards Program Year 1964 Standards

Adult Youth Adult Youth
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4. Did the PIC add any SDA level performance measures
to those required by the State? If so, what were they and why
were they added? Did the SDA receive any of the six percent set
aside money from the State for the Transition Year? Was it
related to program performance?

5. Performance based contracting involves contracts
with training organizations in which partial or complete payment
is made only if certain outcomes are achieved (e.g., 80 percent
placement). The.advantage to the SDA of using this type of
subcontract relative to cost reimbursement arrangements is that
the entire contract cost (including any administrative or job
development cbsts) is counted as a training cost and is outside
the 30 percent limit on nontraining costs. What is the relation-
ship between SDA performance standards and subcontracting pro-
cedures including the use of performance expectations? Is
performance based contracting being used during the Transition
Year? Will it be used in Program Year 1984? Are the performance
expectations for subcontractors uniform or do they vary from
contract to contract?
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Part V: Title III Programming

Based on our survey of nonsample States and your reports,
it appears that the majority of Title III projects are being
operated outside the SDA delivery system. Only seven of the 22
sampled SDAs in Phase lA received funding for Title III projects.
The purpose of this section of the report is to identify changes
that may be developing in this area and to examine the nature of
Title III programs operated by the SDAs through PY84. Questions
1 through 6 should be answered only if your SDA receives Title
III funding. Question 7 should be answered in all cases.

1. On Table 3-1 (Project Information Sheet), please
list all Title III projects for which contracts
involving FY83, Transition Year or Program Year
1984 money have been signed. Indicate the pro-
ject name in Column A. Columns B, C, and D should
indicate the amount of FY83 and Transition Year
or Program Year 1984 funds, respectively. Please
do not include any nonfederal funds. In Column E
indicate whether the listed project is:

A new project (code = 1);

An addition to a project which was existing
and reported in Phase lA (code = 2)*; or,

A previously existing and reported project
for which the funding level is unchanged
(code = 3).

In column F, please provide a short description
of the project including organizational arrange-
ments, program operator, location, eligibility
criteria (e.g., age, occupation, employer, high
school completion, etc.), number of participants,
and services provided (i.e., counseling, job
search, training, relocation). Also, in column G
please indicate the code for the current opera-
tional status of the project.

(1) Start-up, no participants.

(2) Operating.

(3) Completed.

(4) Other (please specify).

(5) Unknown.

*The reported change should include any project for which funding
was reduced or eliminated.
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'able 3-1. Title III Project Information Sheet

(B) (C) (8) (E)

Total
Total Amount of

Number of Amount Transition
Planned of FY83 Year

Program Partici- JTPA and JTPA Money
1 Operator 1 pants EJB Money 1 (in thousands)

(F) t (C) t

Total

Amount of

PY84 Money

(in thousands)

Funding

Code

(s)

Program Description
i Operational Status

415414
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Title III OJT Contracts

In our examination of Title III projects in the sample
SDAs and in our survey of the nonsample States, OJT was the most
frequently planned service to be provided to dislocated workers.
As in the case of Title IIA programs, we began to wonder how
these projects and SDAs could suddenly increase the numbers of
OJT contracts. One possible scenario is that the involvement of
private sector representatives in the program has resulted in
increased acceptance of OJT by private businesses. Another
possibility is that there is increased low wage OJT for entry
level jobs with relatively high turnover, thus subsIdizing
normal training costs for particular employers. The third possi-
bility is that the use of the OJT contract as an incentive
creates a preference for JTPA participants among employers for
filling jobs that would otherwise be filled by individuals not
eligible for JTPA.

We would like to collect a sample of twenty repre-
sentative OJT contracts for each SDA. Column A of Table 3-2
provides space for the employer with whom the contract is written
column B is for the occupation in which the participant is placed
Column C is for the wage paid under the OJT contract. Column D
is for the length of the contract in hours (the amount of the
contract divided by the OJT subsidy per hour - usually half the
wage rate). Finally, in column E, please indicate if the subsidy
rate is other than 50 percent of the wage paid to the partici-
pants. Again, a Title III Project is likely to have more than
twenty OJT contracts. If so, either send a complete list (if
available) or select every Nth contract to produce a sample of
twenty.

2. Please comment on the use of and emphasis on OJT
in this SDA's Title III program. What is the process used to
generate OJT slots?
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(A)

Employer

TITLE III DISLOCATED WORKERS

(B)

Occupation
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(C) (D)
Wage Rate Length of

Training
(in Hours)

(E)

Subsidy Rate
(If Different

From 50%)
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3. What are the target groups for these Title III
projects? Was the eligible group selected by the SDA, by the
specific projects proposed, or by some other means?

4. Did the State Pass the matching requirement to the
SDAs or project operators? If so, what sources of matching are
being used?
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5. Please describe the mix of services provided in
Title III projects. Why was this particular strategy chosen?

6. What is the relationship between the Title IIA and
Title III planning and delivery systems in this SDA? What kinds
of coordination or problems in coordination exist? How have the
differences An Title IIA and III rules concerning limits on
administrative and support costs influenced these programs? Is
there differential interest (control) on the part of the PIC in
Title IIA and III programming?
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7. If there is Title III funding outside the SDA
relivery system (projects run by some other agency) in (or over-
.apping) your SDA, what is the relationship between the PIC/SDA
Lnd the Title III project? For example, does the SDA recruit for
:he project or did the SDA support that organization's applica-
:ion for funds?
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Part VI: Other Implementation Issues

1. Our analysis of the Phase lA reports indicated that
liability for disallowed costs remained an issue in about half of
the SDAs. The other half indicated that this was not a problem
because of a clean past history, use of experienced subcontractors
and established contracting procedures. Our analysis suggests
that liability issues may extend beyond participant income eligi-
bility to the youth expenditure requirement, administrative and
stipend limits, matching for Title III funds and payments under
performance based (unit) contracts. What is your assessment of
the awareness of these potential problems and procedures used in
this SDA? Has this SDA had any audit experience to date?

2. Please identify any other implementation issues in
this SDA that might be important to this analysis. Please include
anything that, in your judgment, should be included in future
observations.
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